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vi PREFACE 


the copious and distinctive vocabularies of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, is a welcome additional proof of the 
distinct individuality of Q. On the other hand, the 
variety of the stylistic, rhetorical, and poetic forms in 
which the discourses and sayings in Q are thus seen to 
be cast, is no argument against its distinctive unity, 
but even serves to confirm our confidence in the indi- 
viduality as well as in the genuineness and originality 
of this source. 

If in the following investigation I have correctly 
defined the limits and have justly estimated the value 
of Q, I have only given fresh utterance to the long- 
established judgment of competent scholars, though it 
is to be hoped that I have established it upon a more 
secure foundation than that upon which it has rested 
hitherto. No words of mine are needed to explain 
what this means for our knowledge of the history of 
our Lord. And yet one can scarcely hope that there 
will be an end of wild hypotheses in regard to that 
history. The temptation to confine one’s gaze to 
isolated details, and to view these as reflected in the 
distorting mirror of prepossession and _ prejudice, 
without deep and reverent study of tradition, is too 
great for us to expect that these strivings will ever 
cease. 

I offer my hearty thanks to my friend Professor von 
Dobschiitz for the active and kindly interest which he 
has devoted to this undertaking of mine while it was 
passing through the press. 

A. H. 

BERLIN, 8th December, 1906. 
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in which the criticism of the gospels finds itself in 
these days, and indeed has always found itself 1—with 
the exception of the work of a few critics, and apart 
from the Markan problem, which has been treated with 
scientific thoroughness, 

But even in the case of the Markan problem much 
important work remains to be accomplished by the 


1 This wretched state of affairs is apparent above all in the case 
of those who are compelled to take their knowledge of the criticism 
of the New Testament at second-hand, or have condemned them- 
selves to this unassuming intellectual position. They are like reeds 
swaying with the blasts of the most extreme and mutually exclusive 
hypotheses, and find everything in this connection which is offered 
them “very worthy of consideration.” To-day they are ready to 
believe that there was no such person as Jesus, while yesterday they 
regarded Him as a neurotic visionary, shown to be such with con- 
vincing force by His own words, if only these are rightly interpreted, 
which words by the way have been excellently transmitted by 
tradition. To-morrow He has become for them an Essene, as may 
be proved likewise from His own words; and yet the day before 
yesterday none of these words were His own; and perhaps on the 
very same day it was accounted correct to regard Him as belonging . 
to some Greek sect of esoteric Gnostics—a sect which still remains 
to be discovered, and which with its symbols and sacraments repre- 
sented a religion of a chaotic and retrograde character, nay, exercised 
a beneficial influence upon the development of culture. Or rather, 
He was an anarchist monk like Tolstoi; or, still better, a genuine 
Buddhist, who had, however, come under the influence of ideas 
originating in ancient Babylon, Persia, Egypt, and Greece; or, 
better still, He was the eponymous hero of the mildly revolutionary 
and moderately radical fourth estate in the capital of the Roman 
world. It is evident, forsooth, that he may possibly have been all of 
these things, and may be assumed to have been one of them. If 
therefore one only keeps hold of all these reins, naturally with a 
loose hand, one is shielded from the reproach of not being up to 
date, and this is more important by far than the knowledge of the 
facts themselves, which indeed do not so much concern us, seeing 
that in this twentieth century we must of course wean ourselves 
from a contemptible dependence upon history in matters of religion, 
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probability. I have therefore divided the material 
into three parts, and I shall first consider those sec- 
tions in which the differences between St. Matthew 
and St. Luke are comparatively very slight. Equipped 
with the results of this investigation, I shall proceed 
to the examination of the second group, in which 
the differences are more numerous. I shall then, 
only after the fashion of an appendix, deal with 
those sections in which the difference is so great that 
one must seriously doubt whether they belong to Q. 
They include only one saying and two parables. 


CHAPTER I 


THE ANALYSIS AND THE TEXTUAL INVESTIGATION OF THE 


NON-MARKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO ST. 


AND 8T. LUKE (Q). 


St. Matt. iii. 7°: Tevvy- 
para extovior, Tis Urddertev 


Upiv puyey aro Tis 
wehhovons opyiis ; 3 (8) 


ToT aTeE oby Kap7rov aEvov 
Tis peTavotas* 9) Kal py 
ddgare Aevyew ev éavrois” 
warépa exomev TOV ‘AB- 
paap: eyo yap Upiv ort 
duvarat 6 6 Beds ex Ta NiOwv 
TOUTWY éycipa Teva Tip 
‘ABpadp. (10) y0n O€ 4 
akivn wpos THv pitav Tay 
dévd pov kelrat* way aby 
dévdpov wy Trotovy Kapmov 
kaNov! exxomrerat Kat ets 


wup Badrera. . . . (12) 


MATTHEW 


= St. Luke iii. 7, 8, 9, 17, 


A 9 y? 
Kaptrous agious 
4 
; | yh 
apénoOe —_ ev Eavrois pro- 


bably wanting 
[duvaros 7] 


de Kal 


1 Wellhausen omits cadéy, because it is wanting in Syr. Sin., and 


because the contrast lies between “fruitful and unfruitful.” 
Syr. Sin. by itself is too weak an authority. 


But 
St. Luke has the 


word, and logic ought not to have the casting vote. Besides xadd» 
could easily fall out of the text after xapwdv. 


A 
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St. Matt. vi. 21: d-rov 


a 9 e a 
yap [errw] 0 Oncavpes 
gov, exet [éorat] Kat 4 


Kapdia gov. (22) 6 Avyvos 
TOU cwparos ert 6 6o- 
Oadrpcs. cav obv 7] 6 Od- 
Oados cou amAous, dAov 
TO caua cov duwrewwov 
éorat’ (23) eav e é 
opbapos gov Tovnpos ji, 
GAov TO oaua gov oKoTEl- 
vov ora. et ody TO Hus 
TO €v Gol OKOTOS EoTiV, TO 
aKxoTos Togov! (24) ovdels 
duvarat dua Kupious dov- 


Aeverv? rep Tov eva 
marjret Kal Tov erepov 
ayamjeet, i évos avOézerat 
Kai Tou erépou KaTa- 
povijoet: ov dvvac Ge Beco 
ouvAevery kal papscova. 


(25) dtarovro ) Aeryeo V uty, wy 
pr TH Yoxn Upaov 

vt paynre, Mande TO oopuare 
UMoV TL dudvoncOe * ouxt 
n ux wreidy ext Tis 
Tpopis kat TO cama TOU 
évouuatos; (26) éuBre- 
are eis TA Werewa TOU 
ovpavov, Stt ov o7eipov- 
ow ude OnpiCovary ouve 


cuvayousty eis amroOnKas, 


=St. Luke xii. 34; xi. 

34, 35; xvi. 18; xii. 22- 

31. For gov both times 

unav, Probably cov after 

opOad0s pr. 

Orav 6... amAous 7 
kat OXov 


ECT ema 
0 6pOadrpcs cov om. 
a 4 “~ ’ 
Kat TO c@ua cou (Om. OA.) 


éorat om. aKo7ret ovv 
a A “~ 4 
un TO Pas TO TKOTOS 
o 9 4 9 » 
Trocvoyv Om. ovdeis OLKETNS 


Uuwy Om. 
Uwy OM. 
€ 4 4 
n yap puxn 
KaTa= 


YONTATE Tous Kdpaxas 
without rou oupavou ouvre 
ovre ols ouK 
éoriv TaMeiov ovde aTroOynKy 


INVESTIGATION 
Kal O Tarp Upscoy 6  oupavios 
Tpepet aura’ ux umes 
pahAov drapépere QuT@y ; 
(27) vis de €& Upmov Mepis 
vey dvvarat mpoobeivas € emt 
HAKiay avTOU miyuy 

3 (28) Kat rept eévou- 
er af epyvare ; Kara- 
pabere Ta Kpiva Tov arypoi 
Twos AEGVOUTLY OV KOT OTL 
oude viBove wr (29) rAéyw de 
Umiy OTe ovde DoAopwy ev 
acy Ty Ooky avrToU Tepte- 
Barero co éy rovrwv. 
(80) el d€ TOY Xeprov TOU 
aypoo o7jmepov Ovra Kat 
aiiprov els khiBavor Baddo- 
[LEVOV O Oeds ovrws apdiev- 
yucty, ov ToAA@ paddov 
vuas, OAtyomiorot; (31) 
pn ov peptumjonre de- 
ryovres* Ti haywpev ; h TI 
miwpev; tt weptBaro- 
pea ; (32) TavTa yap 
TavTa Ta eOvm emi€yrovo 
o dev yap o jTaTnp ULOY 6 
oupanos Sri xpnCere Tov- 
TwWY GTAVTY, (3) Curette 
de mpurrov 7 TH Bacrhetav 
Kal Ty dexatoodvyv avrou, 
Kal TavTa wavTa 7poo- 


» TeOnTETAL UpiV. 


OF THE TEXT 5 


kat 6 Oeosg (om. v. 6. oup.) 
9 o ld 
auTous’ toow wadXov 
Um. Stad. Twy TeTetveon ; 


éva om. In place of verse 

28: ef ody ovde éXayiorrov 

dvvacOe, Ti rept Twv Aot- 

Tov mepysvaTe ; KaTavon- 

gare Té Kpiva, Tws ovrTe 
, wv e ’ 

wj0er ovre vpaiver’ 


ore om. 


9 9 ices 4 4 
ev aYpw Tov xOp- 


wv 
TOV OVTA OnMLEpoV 


woow for ov 7oAX. 
Kat Upels LY 
Cyreite Ti aynre Kai Ti 
inte, Kai wy peTrewpiCerOe 
(for verse 31) 
TavTa yap (wavra) 
7. €0yn TOU KOTMOU 
Um, de 0, Tat, oldey 
(without 6 ovp.) 
G3avrwy Om. zwAny Cnr. 
+.Bac.avrov( without 7 po- 
Tov and x, T, dtxatoc.) 
wayra om. 
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uses this expression also in the parable of the Mustard 
Seed (vide infra) and in ix. 58. He may have pre- 
ferred to use a more specific word in this passage, 
because of the specific word (ra xpiva) which follows. 
Tov xéopou may also have been added by St. Luke. 


St. Matt. vii. 1: My 
kpivere, va pn xptOire. 
(2) e& @ yap xpiuare 
kpivere kpiOyoerOe, Kat ev 
@ MEeTPH peTpErTE MET PN- 
Ojyoera viv. (8) ti de 
Brees TO Kappos TO ev 
to 6pOarpo Tov adepot 
gov, Thy de & TH aM 
dpbarup doxov ov xara- 
voeis ; (4) H mais épeis Tw 
adeAPw cov ades éxBarw 
TO Kkapos éx Tov opOad- 
Lov wou, Kat (dov 4 doKos 
ev To oOaryo cov; (5) 
vrokpira, ékBate mpwrov 
éx Tov 6pOadrpov cov THY 
doxoy, kal TOTe diaBrAEets 
exBaXeiv ro Kapdos ex Tov 
opOarpotd tov adeAdot 
cov... (7) alreire, Kat 
doOjoerat upive Cyretre, 
Kat eupyoere’ Kpovere Kat 
avovynoerat vuiv. (8) was 
yap 6 airay AauPavet, Kai 


St. Luke vi. 37, 38, 41, 
42; xi. 9-18; vi. 31. 
kai ov stands for iva, 
eve... KptOncerOe xai 
wanting; the thought is 
developed in a quite dif- 
ferent way. ey wanting. 
avrimer pnOncerat 


4 4 4 ? 

thy de OoK, THY ev T. 
idieo oO. 

és (without 7) dvvacat 
Néyeuv adeAge, aes 

4 ’ A 9 9 
TO Kappos To ev r. oO. 
gov autos T. ev T. O- 
Baru oa. doxov ov Br€rwr; 


rT. 
Ooxoy ex T. o@O. cov 
T. Kappos TO eV 
9 ‘ 9 
tT. of. 7. Ader, oou 
exB. 


avorxOnoerat ? 


INVESTIGATION 


e “~ e 7p A ~ 
O CyTGY evpioKel, Kat TY 
kpovorTt avoryjoerat. (9) 
a ’ 9 ? ea wv 
y vis eoTw e& Uuwy av- 
4 
Opwrros, Sv airyoe 6 vios 
9 - »# a , 
avrov aprov, pn Gov 
erwre avte ; (10) 7% Kai 
9 4 9 +» 4 w»# 
tyOuy atrnce, pwn ow 
’ , 2 A % 4 
emiwre auto ; (11) ef ovv 
Umeis Trovnpot Ovres oldaTe 
, 9 4 v 
[Souara] ayaba diddvat 
ToS TEKVOIS UMOY, TOT! 
e 4 e A e 
padXov oO TaTnp Uw O 
év ois ovpavois dicet 
ayaba Tois atrovow avrov; 
(12) wavra ovv dca eay 
Ocdyre iva rowow vpiv 
of avOpwrrot, ovTws Kai Umers 
rowiTe avTois’ ovTos yap 
eorw 6 vouos Kat of mpo- 
pyrat. 


OF THE TEXT 9 


4 a 9 e 
tiva de e& Um. T, 
la 9 a 
TaTepa atrice 6 vios 
9 a9 a 9 ‘, »# 
tx Ou, pan avri ty Ovos ody 
9 ~ 9 A a 
aUTw emducet; Kat aiTh- 
, A 9 aA 
Tel GOV, fn ETLWWTE AUTH 
s 
oKopTiov ; 
e UU ww 
vrapxovres for ovres 


vudoy wanting. 5 ef 
ovpavou 
avevua adytov for ayaba 
Kal 

xaOws Oerere 

oUTWwS Kat Duels OM. 
perhaps ouoiws after avrois. 
obros . . . mpodirat 
wanting. 


Here again we see at once that in matters of style 


Q is represented more closely by St. Matthew; this 
is very plain, ¢.g., in the case of fva > xat ov, of ravra 
otv dca eav > kat xaOws, and of dyres > vTapxXovres 
(swapyew is a favourite word with St. Luke). ’Ev @ 
yap kpiuart xpivere kptOjoec Oe must be judged original ; 
the parallelism with what follows was disturbed by St. 
Luke, because he inserted clauses parallel to 47 xpivere 
(viz. cal wy xataduaCere Kat ov my KaTaduacOire’ 
amroAvere, Kat amoAvOjccaOe: didote, Kat doPjoera 
UMiv* MET POV KANOY TreTLET MEVOY TETahev[Levor VrEpEKXUV- 
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vopevov Owaovcw els TOY KOATOV Uuev, perhaps derived 
from a Q which varied from the Q of St. Matthew). 
’Adedge is certainly interpolated by St. Luke; the 
vocative is wanting in St. Matthew and St. Mark—on 
the other hand it is very frequent in the Acts; the 
vocative singular occurs also in Acts xxi. 20. The 
Lukan variant to St. Matt. vii. 9, 10 (“egg ” and “ scor- 
pion” for “loaf” and “stone,” and in reverse order) is 
problematical. The text of St. Matthew has a more 
natural sound; St. Luke is perhaps influenced by a 
Greek proverb or he possessed another recension of Q. 
He manifestly improves the text by replacing avOpwzros 
and 6 vids avrov by “father” and “son” (the text 
which Wellhausen prefers is scarcely the right one; 
vis comes from St. Matthew). A serious alteration 
in the sense is effected by St. Luke's substitution of 
aveipa dyiov for ayaa, his preference for this con- 
ception is well known. 

The text of St. Matthew is subject to objection in 
only two passages. He has replaced 6 raryp 6 ef 
ovpavod (vide St. Luke xi. 16) by his usual phrase, 
O TATNP ULwY O ev Tois ovVpavois, and in accordance 
with his own purpose and aim he has added to the 
«Golden Rule” the sentence: “For this is the Law 
and the Prophets.” 


St. Matt. viii. 19: «at St. Luke ix. 57-60. apo- 
apooed Owv els ypapparers oedO, els ypayp. om, elzrév 
elev alr@: didacxade, Tis pos avrov didacxane 
axoX\ovOyow cot Orov éay om, 
amépxn. (20) cat reve elev 


avtw 0 ‘Incovst ai ado- 


INVESTIGATION 


, » a 
mexes PwAeous Exovotv Kat 
Ta TerTewa TOU ovpavoi 
KaTacknvwcels, 6 O€ vos 

a 9 td 9 w# “~ 
Tov avOpwrou ouK Exet ov 
TH kepadny kXwyn, (21) 
érepos de Tay pabnrav 
elev avro' KUPLE, emtT pé~ 
Voy ot mpwrov aed Oeiv 
kai Oaxpat Tov waTépa pov. 
(22) 6 de "Incots Aéye 

9 ~ 9 o a 
avr@* axoAovOe pol, Kai 
»” 4 4 , 
aes Tous vexpous barat 
Tous EaUTe@Y VveKpous, 


OF THE TEXT il 


elev de 3pos Erepov’ axo- 
AovOee prot. 6 Oe elev’ 
xupte OM. areA- 
Odvri(-ra) without cai 
elrrev de avTw (withouto’I.) 
axoX\. ... katom, — add. 
av de ameNOwy diaryyedXe 


thy Bacrciav tov Oeot 


post vexpous. 


The Lukan text (corresponding to St. Matt. 
viii. 21-22) is certainly clearer and so far better, 
but it is scarcely original. As the text runs in 
St. Matthew, it would have absolutely compelled a 
thoughtful writer to begin the passage with the com- 
mand of Jesus, axoAovOer wor, But the els ypapupa- 
revs of St. Matthew must be omitted (St. Matthew, 
verse 21 of itself shows that it is a thoughtless 
interpolation; Blass indeed strikes it out of the text, 
but on insufficient grounds). We must also omit 
tov pabnrov, as well as the two vocatives of respect 
in verses 19 and 21, and o 'Iycovs in verse 22. The 
historic present of St. Matthew is to be retained ; 
St. Luke has altered it almost everywhere (also zpos 
with accusative in place of the simple dative, as well 
as the participle in place of the infinitive or the finite 
verb belong to his style).—The concluding addition 


12 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


in St. Luke can scarcely have stood in Q, for (1) 
diayyéAAew occurs again in the New Testament only 
in Acts xxi. 26 (also in Rom. ix. 17 in a quotation 
from the LXX); (2) the axoAover oe which is antici- 
pated in St. Luke required a_ substitute, which 
naturally had to be more emphatic than the simple 


axo\ over, 


St. Matt. ix. 37: rore St. Luke x. 2 
Neve Trois paOnrais avrou’ eAeryev de pos auTrous 
0 pev Oepio nos mwoNus, ot 
de epyarat oAiryor" (38) 
def Oyre ovv Tou Kupiou 
Tov Oepicnob Srrws exBary . épyatas éxBady 
Epyatas eis Tov Oepiopor 
auvTou. 


The introduction in Q ran simply: Aéye avrois or 
rois paOyrais avrov,—St. Matthew gives the original 
order ex. epy.—Tore is often inserted by St. 
Matthew. 


St. Matt. x. 10°: aétos St. Luke x. 7°. 
yap 6 épyarns Tis Tpopis Tov pucOou 
aurTov, 


The labourer is worthy not only of his food, 
but also—so thinks St. Luke— of his hire; the 
original lies in St. Matthew. Seeing, however, 
how short the saying is, it must remain question- 
able whether we are justified in assigning it to the 
source. 
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St. Matt. x. 26: ovdey 


ld 9 4 
ap eT Kexaduppevov 


0 ovK amokadupOyjcerat, 
‘ A dad +) , 
Kal KpuTTOV 0 ov yvwrOy- 

eT al. 


St. Luke xii. 2, 
yp 


dé for 
ouyKkeradup mevov 


St. Luke prefers composite words, and substitutes 


them for simple words. 


St. Matt. xi. 3: ov ef 


6 épxopevos,y Erepov mpoc- 
doxapev ; (4) Kat azoxpt- 
Oecis 6 ’Inoois eftrev avrois' 
mopevOévres amay'yet Aare 
"Twavyyn & axovere xai Bre- 
were’ (5) Tuprot avaBAé- 
qwoucw Kat Xwroi TEpLTa- 
Tove, Nem pot kaBapiCov- 
Tau kal Kapot aKouvoucty, 
Kat vexpot éyelpovrat kal 

TT WXOL evary ycAiCovrau: 
(6) kal paxapwws éort ds 
dv an oxavdarrcOy év éuot. 
(7) rovTwr de TOpEvoperwy 
ipgaro 0 'Ingods Aévyet 
Tois dxAots mept ’Iwavvov: 
vi ek Bare eis THY Eonuov 
OcacacQat; KaXapov vio 
avéuou cadevopuevov; (8) 
adrAa ti ekiOare ideiv ; 
avOpwrov év adaxois 
nuqpiespevov ; idov oi Ta 
paraka hopovvres ev Trois 


St. Luke vii. 20, 22-28; 
xvi. 16. aAXov 


6 Ino. om. 
ww 
ervrare ? 
a 10. \ e , 
€LOETE KAL HKOVOaTeE 


Kai om. 


Kat Om. 


A 
Kai om. kat om. 


aveNOovrwv Oe T. ayye- 


Awv ’Iwavy, pe. O 
‘Ing. om. pos. T. BA. 


e d 
isaTtiow add. 
e? e “~ 9 } 4 a 
of ev ihatiopm evdoew Kai 


tpvpy virapxovres [dua- 


INVESTIGATION 


okots Tov Baciéwy. (9) 
adda ri ekjOare ; wpo- 
girny ideiv ; vai Neyw viv, 
Kat TepiacdTepoy wrpodr- 
tov. (10) obrds éoriy rept 
oD yéyparrat: idov éyw 
aTocTéANw TOV ayye- 
Adv Mou TPO TpoTwToU 
gov, 09 KaTacKevacet 
THY O00v gov Eumpoa- 
Oév cov. (11) auny réeyw 
Uuiv, OUK eyiryepTat ev 
yevntois yuvanay peiCwv 
’"Iwavvov rou Bamricrov: 
6 0€ puxpdTepos ev TH 
Bacicia tev ovpavey pei- 
ny avrou éoriv, (12) azo 
é tav nuepav ’lwavvov 
rou Barrirrot ews aprt 
y Bacieia rev ovpavav 
BiaGerat, «at Braorat 
apmaCovow avrjv. (18) 
wravtTes yap of xpopyrat 
Kat 6 vosos ews ‘lwavvou 


ex pogiyrevaar. 
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vyovres ?] ev rots Bactieiors 
eioly, ideiv ; 
Kpopyrny; 


9 4 
eyo om. 


apy om. 


, 9 ’ 
peiCwv ev very. yur. 'Iway. 
(om. 7. Barr.) ovdets eorw 


rou Qeou 


vers, 12 and 13 are in re- 
verse order ; ver. 12 runs: 
9 A 0 e 0 ~ 
aro rote 4 Baci\ecia Tou 
Geov evayyeNiCerat, kat ras 
eis aurnvy Biacerat. 

O vouos K. of mpod. Méexpt 


9 , 
ex poditevo-ay om. 


In the majority of cases there is no need of proof 
that here St. Luke’s recension is everywhere secondary 
(for the omission of eyw, cf. St. Matt. x. 16; of 
aunyv, cf. St. Matt. x. 15); accordingly St. Matthew’s 
recension is to be preferred in the neutral cases (with 


the exception of 6 Inycotvs occurring twice). 


Ta 
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apxnoacrde- eOpnvijcapev 
Kal OUK exdvpacbe, (18) 
HAOev yap ’lwavyns pyre 
eoOiwy pyre rivwv, Kai 
Aéyouoiv’ datuduov eet. 
(19) jA@ev 6 viog Tov ar- 
Opwrov ecOiwy Kai rivwy, 
Kat Néyouow idov avOpw- 
wos payos Kai olvordrns, 
Tedwvav dios Kai duap- 
Twrev. Kat eduawwn 7 
copia aro tov [épywv? 
Téxvov ?] avrijs. 

(21) ovai col, Xopa- 
Cety, ovai col, BrOcaidér: 
ore ei ev Tipp kat Didave 
eyevovro ai duvapers ai 
yevomevar ey Upiv, wana 
dy év caxxw Kat o7od@ 
perevonoay, (22) mAnv 
Ady vuiv, Typy cai Didar 
avexTOrepov oral ev nuépa 
Kpicews H Upiv. (23) Kat 
ov, Kadapvaoup, fan Ewe 
ovpavod wywOijon; Ews adou 
kaTaByon. .. 

(25) ev exeivp T@ Kaipo 
arroxpibets 6 i) gous elev’ 
eEomodoryoupat col, marep, 
Ku pte Tov ovpavoi Kat THs 
vis, Ort Ex pupas TavTa 
aro copay Kat ouveTar, 
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éxAavoare 
eyrvOev ’Iwavy, [6 Bar 


Tiaras] payre éxrOwv Gprov 
pare trivwy olvoy re- 


vere €A7AvOev 
Aevere 
gi A. TeA. 


0 ~ 
TAVYT@Y TOV 
4 7 A 
TEKVWY AUTNS, 


evyenjOnoay 


KaOnuevot perevonaay 
Aéyw vuiy om. 
(ev Ty 
v 
Kpicet) 
EwS TOU 


caraPrBacbioy 
€y auTy TH copa nyar- 
AacaTo TH WvevpwaTt TH 
ayiy Kai elrrev 


améxpupas 
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Kau dmexaduypas aura 
various (26) vai, o mrarip, 
Ort oUTws evdoKia é éyevero 
&um poo Bev cov. (27). Tavra 
oot mrapedd0n UT TOU 
rar pos Hou, kat oudeis € emt- 
ao 9 
yiweoKet TOV viov ef un 6 yivdonet, Tis €or 6 vids 
maTnp, ovde Tov waTépa ... Kai Tis éorw 6 TaTHp 
wis emiyiwooket ef un 6 vids et an (without ywwedoxet) 
kal @ éav BovAnrat oO vids 
aroxaNuypat. 


St. Matt. xi. 16: The introduction is, as usual, 
more or less transformed by St. Luke. The inter- 
polation of of dvOpwiro is an improvement in style 
though it is somewhat pedantic, but cai rin eiow 
Smoot or rather cat rim éoriv ouoia, may have come 
from Q. Parallismus membrorum is frequent in Q; . 
St. Matthew has often destroyed it from a desire for 
brevity. However, in what follows we can clearly 
discern St. Luke’s polishing hand, and that in spite 
of his Néyovres. Kyatev is substituted by St. Luke 
for xéwrecOa, he is fond of the former word (used 
by him eleven times, by St. Matthew only twice, in- 
cluding a quotation from the LXX). ’EA;A\vOev 
(twice) for 7 Gey is an improvement from the historical 
standpoint of St. Luke, but he has thus thrown doubt 
upon the saying as a genuine utterance of our Lord 
(see Wellhausen on this passage). *~Aprov and olvoy 
are evidently interpolations, and moreover pedantic 
(for, as a matter of fact, “eating and drinking” 
signifies “eating bread and drinking wine”); like- 
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émuywwaoxet) were perhaps originally wanting in St. 
Matthew (the corresponding words were certainly 
wanting in St, Luke).—éev avry Ty Spq is a specifically 
Lukan expression (occurring with him six times, never 
in St. Matthew); on the other hand, ev éxeivw Tw 
catpp is only found in St. Matthew (twice again), 
and most probably comes from Q.—yadNacaro Te 
avevpatt T. ay. is Lukan; this does not need to be 
proved for 7. rv. T. ay., while ayaAXtay is used by 
him four times (gospel and Acts), and ayadNiacw 
three times; it is wanting in St. Mark, and is found 
once in St. Matthew in the formal phrase: yaipere 
kal aytah\tacGe.—amexpuyas is used by St. Luke 
for éxpvas in accordance with his preference for 
compound words (vide supra on St. Matt. x. 26). 
Perhaps St. Matthew had already changed the very 
important aorist ¢yvw into the present (as if a time- 
less knowledge were intended), and this present was 
then also taken up into the text of St. Luke. 
"Extywooxew can scarcely be more original than 
yuwokev, With St. Luke’s substitution of tis 6 
matyp for Tov warépa, compare St. Luke y. 21; 
vil. 49; vill. 25; ix. 9. 

The text of St. Matthew is thus, apart from the 
present tense referred to, the more authentic. Except 
the omission in verse 16, the only alterations we may 
perhaps assign to this Evangelist are found in the 
solemn éyw vuiv, in the addition of aroxpilels 6 
*Incovs to the introduction to verse 25, and in 
jépa Kpicews, In place of the last expression the 
source had perhaps ev ty xpice (see St. Matt. xii. 
41, 42). 
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St. Matt. xii. 27: rai 
4 
e eyo ev BeedCeBovdr 
9 ’ a a e 
exBad\Aw tra datmovia, ot 
eA e a 9 v +] i 
viol umov ev tin exBad- 
Aovow; dia TovTo avroi 
\ » € ~ 
KptTat €vovrat vuwy. (28) 
9 4 9 4 a > 4 
el d€ ev mvevuart Deo eyw 
U 
exBadrrAw Ta datuona, apa 
#@ 977 2 A e 
epOacev ef’ vuas 4 Bact- 
6 py ov per’ euou Kar’ 
“A A 
€“OU ETT, Kal O [kn TUVA- 
yov mer’ e“ou aKop- 
éav ely NOyov Kata Tov 
“~ a 9 9 
viov Tov avOparrou, apeO}- 
a, a # 
cerat avT@’ os 0 ay etry 
“ “~ 4 ~ 
KaTa TOU wWveyuaTos TOU 
e v 9 9 
ayiov, oun adebijcerat 
QUTw OUTEe Ev TOUTW TW 
9A ww 9 “”~ rv 1 
auwvi ovre ev TW LEeAXOVTL. 


OF THE TEXT 21 


Luke xi. 19, 20, 23; 
xii. 10. ef de 


Up. KP. €0°. 
daxrudy (f. rvevuar) 
éyw om. 


Kal was 
Os épel eis (f. xara) 


Tw d€ els T. ay. Tv. 
Brardnujcavre 


¥ 
OUTE ee. peA- 
AoyTt Om. 


éyw is omitted by St. Luke (as in St. Matt. x. 16; 
xi. 10, and elsewhere), and the customary order of 
words is restored. The Lukan reading daxrvAw seems 
at first sight the more original, but this is scarcely 


80. 


In spite of his liking for wvevua, St. Luke 


substitutes the Biblical expression (Exod. viii. 19; 


1 The Beelzebub pericope stood in Q as well as in St. Mark, but 
the text printed above is all that we can with certainty assign to Q, 
besides isolated words from the introduction—éa:porc{duevos, xwods, 
Aareiy, of BxAoe (perhaps also étlcravro), and épyuoira: from St. 
Matthew verse 25 (St. Luke verse 17). 


2B THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


xxxi. 18; Deut. ix. 10; Ps. viii. 4); he takes no 
offence at certain anthropomorphic phrases which 


have Biblical authority—vide i. 51: 
i. 66: xetp xupiou, i. 73: Spxos Tou Oeov. 


Bpaxiwy Beoi, 


The solemn 


concluding phrase of verse 32 (a verse which St. Luke 
has corrected in regard to style) may be an inter- 


polation by St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xii. 38: rore 
amex piOnray QUuT®@ Tives 
TeV Ypanpar ew kat Papr- 
cTaiwy Aevyovres: ddaoxare, 
OeAomev aro COU onpelov 
iSeive (89) 6 de amroxpiOets 
elarev avrois* yevea. rovypa 
Kal porxaArts onpeiov emt- 
Cre, Kat onueiov ov d067- 
OeTal AUT] el Ln TO onpeELoV 
’Iwva rou rpodirov. . . . 
(41) avdpes Neveveirat 
avacricovra ev Ty Kpioet 
META Tig yeveas TavTHS Kal 
KaTaxpwovow avriv, Ort 
merevonoay eis TO Kipyypa 
"Iwva, wat idov wAeiov 
"Twva dde. (42) Basidiooa 
voToU eyepOjrerat ev 7H 
Kpicet mera Tis yeveds 
TavTns Kal 
auriy, Ore HADev éx TOV 
meparwy Tis yiis axoeat 
THv copiay DoAoMavos, Kat 
idov wAelov DoAopevos ee. 


KaTaxpivet 


St. Luke xi. 16, 29, 30, 
32, 31. Ere pot de Tetpa- 
Corres onjuciov e& ovpavod 
é(iyrouv wap’ auvrou 


ipearo deve 4 yeved 


avrn yevea Tovypa exTw’ 
onueiov Cyret 


om. Tov ‘x podirrou add. 
xabws yap eyevero "Twas 
trois Nuveveirais onpeiov, 
ovTws ExTat Kal 6 vios TOU 
avOpwrou Ty yeveg TavTN. 


TeV avd pay T. yev. TAT. 


) , 
aQuTOus 
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not pleonastic where he places it.—ayyv may possibly 
belong to the source, but may also have been inserted 
by St. Matthew. Kai SaciAeis, in spite of its doubt- 
ful textual authority, must be regarded as belonging 
to the Lukan text; for its later addition cannot be 
easily explained, while it is explicable that it should 
have dropped out of the text. If, however, it stood 
in St. Luke, it stood also in Q, and the dicaror of St. 
Matthew is a correction due to this evangelist, who 
has a special liking for duatocivy. ’HO@éAncay for 
ereOuunoav is an obvious stylistic improvement (é7- 
Quueiy occurs only once elsewhere in St. Matthew). 
In Q, therefore, the saying ran essentially as it does 
in St. Matthew, with the exception of dixaro: (and 
perhaps of the ayujv), Note also the parallelism in 
St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xiii. 33: St. Luke xiii. 20, 21. 
G@AAyv wapaBorAyv eAadyn- Kat wartw elrev' rin 
wey aUTOIS' Gmola éoTiv H oMoWwow T. Bac, T. Oeou; 
Barrcia Tay ovpavev dpmoia éoriv Cup 
Coma, iy AaBoica yury 
evexpurvev eis aAevpou cata 
Tpia, Ews od ECuuwOn Oror. 

Here, apart from the introduction, all is identical. 
The Lukan introduction seems preferable, as St. Luke 
elsewhere is prone to transform rhetorical questions. 

Commentators rightly point out that most pro- 
bably the parable of the Mustard Seed, which is found 
in St. Matt. xiii. 31-32=St. Luke xiii. 18-19, side 
by side with the parable of the Leaven, must also be 
assigned to Q, although it is also found in St. Mark 
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St. Matthew abbreviates. It is noteworthy that St. 
Luke here shows himself to be independent of St. 
Mark, differing in this point from St. Matthew, and 
also follows a simpler construction than the latter 
evangelist, because he has kept closely to the source. 
On the other hand, the xjzos of St. Luke is scarcely 
original (St. Matt. aypds—St. Mark yf), and the 
historic present of St. Matthew is to be preferred. 
The expression ta erewa Tov ovpavod, in com- 
bination with xaracxyvoiy, is also found again in 
St. Matt. viii, 20=St. Luke ix. 58; ra werewa r. 
ovpavou again in St. Matt. vi. 26 (St. Luke has here 
ot Kopaxes). Koxxos cwarrews also occurs again in St. 
Matt. xvii. 20=St. Luke xvii. 6; likewise avgavew, 
omeipev, and the pleonastic AaBwr, are again found 
elsewhere in Q. 


St. Matt. xv. 14: rudAos St. Luke vi. 39: jr: 
dé Tuparov éav dnyy, duvarat tupdos Tudor 
aucorepar eis PBoOvvov ddnyeiv; ovxi aucborepor eis 
Tec OUVvT al. Bo@uvov eumecovvrat ; 

The only difference is in the form, which is more 
full of life in St. Luke; but is his version to be re- 
garded as more original on that account? ’ Kay is 
very frequent in Q, and St. Luke has very often 
changed it. St, Luke has replaced the simple 
awecouvra by the compound, as is often the case. 

St. Matt. xviii. 7: St. Luke xvii. 1: avev- 
avaykn e\Ociy Ta oKay- dexrd vy €ecTW TOU Ta GK, 
dada, wAnv ovat To av- py edrO, f[ovaide] Te 
Opa dt’ 05 rd cxavdadov avOparm om. TO cKav- 
EpXETat. daAov om. 
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The first half of the saying is certainly most 
original in the version of St. Matthew (avayxy is 
found only here in this gospel, while it occurs a few 
times in St. Luke). Also the second half, because 
of the parallelism, is preferable in the form of St. 


Matthew. 
arAny ovai Or ovat oe, 


St. Matt. xxii. 12: 


@ A e a 
Goris Oe vvpwoet EQUTOY | 


, @W 
TarewwOncera, Kat Goris 
e A 
Tarevoce eavtov w\ywO)- 
aera. 


It is uncertain whether St. Luke wrote 


St. Luke xiv. 11. 
~ ee ~ 
was 0 uav 
O TaTretvoVv 


Transformation of the finite verb into the parti- 
ciple is frequent in St. Luke, likewise the substitution 


of was for ds and Sorts. 


St. Matt. xxiii. 37: 
“Tepoveadn ‘Iepovoadiju, 
4 GwoKTeivourTa TOUS TpO- 
gyras xat AMoBodoica 
Tous GmTETTAAMEVOUS TOG 
avrny, TocaKisnOeAnoa emt- 
ouvaryaryely Ta TéKva cou, 
Ov TpdTroV Spurs emiouvaryet 
Ta voosia [avris] Ure Tas 
wrépuyas, Kai oux OeXz)- 
cate. (88) idov adierat 
piv O olkos Uuiv Eonmos. 
(39) Ayo yap Upiv, OU LY] 
pe tonre amr’ apTt Ews dy el- 
ane’ evoynpevos 0 €pxo- 

9 > » , 
mevos év GvOmatt Kupiou, 


St. Luke xiii. 34, 35. 


’ 
eT l- 


g 
Tuvarat 
at 
emiauvaryet om. 
A e “A “ 
THY EAUTNS voootay 


épnuos om. 
yap om. [de ?] 
wv , a 9 » # 
LONTE [Le am’ apre om, 
ews [av en ore] 
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Most of the variants are without significance, and 
yet even here the text of St. Matthew shows itself to 
be the more ancient. The reading fws dy i&y (vel 
éws we) Gre is very peculiar, and little germane to 
the style of St. Luke. If we could accept Well- 
hausen’s conjecture that 6re represents the Aramaic 
relative (is cui), and that the real subject is the 
Messiah, then this reading would necessarily be the 
more original; but the thought: “Ye will not see 
Me until He comes, to whom ye shall say, Blessed is 
He that cometh, &c.,” is too amazingly circumstantial. 
—lIn reference to dpri, it is to be noted that this word 
is found in the gospels only in St. Matthew and St. John 
(ax aprt again in St. Matt. xxvi. 29, 64, and three times 
in St. John). St. Luke has omitted this vulgar and, 
moreover, pleonastic expression ; in the parallel passage 
to St. Matt. xxvi. 29, he uses ao Tov viv (a phrase 
which occurs again four times in the gospel and once 
in the Acts)—On agdiera: éoyuos Wellhausen re- 
marks: “'The destruction of the city is not something 
in the future, it is already destroyed and is to remain 
in ruins. . . . The later commentators shut their eyes 
and think of all sorts of things.” And again on St. 
Luke xiii. 34, 35: “The omission of eoyuos is very 
remarkable.” I cannot see why acierat épnisos can- 
not be a prophetic future; and that St. Luke omitted 
épnos (the word, moreover, is not absolutely certain in 
the text of St. Matthew) because Jerusalem rose again 
from its ruins, is to me questionable. The saying in 
St. Matthew is only a reproduction of the prophecy of 
Jeremiah (xxii. 5): ets épijuwow érrat 0 oikos odTos, 


La 


But the reproduction—agiera: tuiv 6 olkos tuay 
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manner of St. Luke, who lays great weight upon the 
definite address of the discourses. Also catracrijcet 
(instead of xatéorncev) is intended to be an improve- 
ment; it however stands in a certain connection with 
the interpolated question of St. Peter. 

The verse in St. Luke corresponding to St. Matthew, 
verse 44, is perhaps an interpolation from St. Matthew. 
If so, we cannot be sure that it stood in Q. 


St. Matt. xxv. 29: ro St. Luke xix. 26: 
exovrt [wavri] doOjorerat mavTi Tr. ex. 
kal mepircevtijrer at: Tob Kai Tepito. OM. amd de TOU 
de py EXOVTOS Kal © eyet 
apOjcera: aw avrou. amr avrov om. 


Here, in all three places, it is plain that St. Luke 
has improved the text linguistically; as regards the 
sense, TepitcevOijoera: was superfluous. 


There are only about thirty-four instances in which 
we have found sometimes strong, sometimes weak, 
grounds for conjecturing that the text of St. Matthew 
is secondary to that of St. Luke, but these instances 
are still further reduced in number when we pass 
judgment upon them in combination. It is, namely, 
(1) by no means certain that the au of viii. 10, 
x. 15, xi. 11, and xiii. 17, is an interpolation of St. 
Matthew’s, for in St. Matt. xxiv. 47 St. Luke repre- 
sents it by aAnOws (and in St. Matt. xxiii. 36 by vai); 
it may therefore very well have also occurred in Q in 
the other passages, and St. Luke may have left it un- 
translated, seeing that he avoids un-Hellenic words. 
The same may be said (2) of the solemn Adyw vpiv of 
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Tim Omowow THv Bacireiav Tov Oeot ; though he else- 
where shows a dislike for rhetorical questions. In 
xii. 39 tov rpodyrot is added to ‘Iwva, and in xii. 22 
the dumb man is both blind and dumb—similar 
amplifications occur in St. Matthew’s treatment of 
the Markan text. 

The group that is now left (about fifteen instances) 
comprise changes made in the actual fabric of the 
discourses themselves. Here we must at once agree 
that St. Matthew has a distinct preference for the 
expression “your (the) Heavenly Father,” or for the 
epithet “Heavenly,” and for the substitution of 
« Heaven” for “God,” of which preference the 
exciting cause does not seem to have been found in 
. Thus in vi. 26, o Tarhp ad o | oupavios is sub- 
stituted for 6 @eds, in vi. 32, 6 Oo ovpavios is added to 
6 maTnp vue@v, in vii. 11, 6 watnp tmav Oo ev Tois 
ovpavois is written bateaal of 6 warnp 6 e£ ovpavoi, 
and in xi. 11, 7, Bac, Tov ovpavev instead of rt. Bac. 
+. Geov. It is evident that in these cases the text of 
this gospel is secondary, seeing that these terms also 
appear in passages which are not dependent upon Q. 
Again, this evangelist has also a preference for the 
conception dikatos (dtkatocvvn), In vi. 33, cai ra 
ducatoovvyy is certainly an addition—and a by no 
means unimportant one !—and in xiii. 17, the BacrAcis 
are certainly more original than the dicao. One 
may perhaps discern imitation of sacred Biblical 
phraseology in vi. 26 (ra werewa Tov oupavot for 
TOUS Kopaxas), in vi. 28 (ra kpiva TOU arypoo for ta 
kpiva), and in vi. 80 (rov xdprov rod aypod for év 
ayp@ tov xopTov), yet here we cannot be certain. 
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Jonah,” which transformation may have been found 
by him already carried out in his exemplar of Q. 


In contrast with these few instances of correction 
on the part of St. Matthew, we reckon nearly one 
hundred and fifty instances of correction by St. Luke ; 
but these are all, with very few exceptions, of a stylistic 
character. St, Luke’s interest in style manifests itself 
in detail in the most varied directions, and yet it 
remains consistent with itself. Let us here give a 
summary of its most important manifestations :— 

1. He replaces vulgar expressions by those that 
are more refined, and substitutes more appropriate 
for inappropriate words. 

2. He replaces simple by compound verbs. 

3. He replaces conjunctions by the relative. 

4. He replaces xai with the finite verb by dé (or 
by the participle, or by a final sentence); but, on the 
other hand, he also inserts «ai when it makes the 
passage run more smoothly. 

5. He improves the arrangement of the words. 

6. He makes a more logical use of tenses and 
numbers, and is fond of participial constructions. 

7. He prunes away superfluous pronouns which 
easily crept into translations from Semitic languages, 
and, moreover, into -the language of the common 
people. 

8. He varies the monotonous use of éay by other 
constructions (da71s av by was), 

9. He corrects too great circumstantiality of 
language ; but, on the other hand, he explains obscure 
expressions. 
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evidently unintelligible even to himself, in his balder 
version: amo Tore 7 BaciWcia Tou Geod aiayyediCeTat, 
kat mas els auTnv BraCerat. 

If we neglect these few instances, in which indeed 
it is possible that another text of Q than that used 
by St. Matthew may have lain before St. Luke, then 
we may say that in regard to the rest of the text 
(that is, the text as a whole), one and the same text lies 
behind St. Luke and St. Matthew. It further follows 
that the connection between these two gospels, of 
which neither is the source of the other, must be a 
hierary connection—i.e. the dependence of each upon 
common oral sources is not a sufficient explanation. 

Haying gained this firm standpoint, we now pro- 
ceed to the investigation of those sections common 
to St. Matthew and St. Luke in which the differences 
are greater. 


II 
St. Matt. iii. T*: (day St. Luke iii. 7*: fever 


dé ToAAous THY Papicaiwy de [odv?] Tois exmopevo- 
kat Zaddoveaiwy Eepxo- pevors GyAous Bar ric Ojvat 
peévous ert TO Barriona vx’ [évartoy] adrov, 
elev avTois* 


It is no longer possible to determine exactly 
what stood in Q, certainly not “the Pharisees and 
Sadducees” (they are characteristic of St. Matthew), 
nor the imperfect ¢\eyev (for it is characteristic of 
St. Luke), nor the infinitive BawricOjvar, which is 
likewise characteristic of St. Luke; perhaps, how- 
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ever, Q had vroAXoi with the genitive, for it is never 
found elsewhere in St. Matthew (see, however, St. 


Luke i. 16),1 probably also the word avrois. 
source may have run somewhat in this way: 


The 


iOwv 


4 9 la 9 A A a 
mwoAXous . . . epxomevous emt TO Bawrricpa eliev 


QuTois. 


From St. Matthew verse 5 = St. 


Luke 


verse 3, it follows that raca 7 meplxwpos Tou "Topdavou 


stood in Q. 


St. Matt. iv. 1 f.: Tore 

’Incovs avyiyOyn ets 
Thy Epnuoy vro Tov 
mvevparos TetpacOjvat 
urd Tov dtaBodXou, (2) 
kat vaorevoas nmépas 
fe Kai vueras we boTepov 
emreivarey, 


(3) Kat mpored Boy o 
ofa ke aaa elrev aura’ ef 
vios ef Tov Geow, elme 
@ ¢€ 
va of AcOot oVTOL aprot 

4 0 4 
yevovTat (4) de 
amoxptOets elev" ry é- 

ypamrrat: oux enw’ apre 
ove CyoeTa oO av 
Opwmos, GAN’ eri mwavti 


St. Luke iv. 1-13. 


‘Iycous de mwArpns mvev- 


Haros dryiov inert pevvey 
aro TOU ‘Topdavou, Kat 
iryero éy T@ mvevpare 
év TH Epnuy nee pas rs 
meipaComevos UTO TOU 
dtaBoAov. Kat ovK Ep a- 
yey ovdev ev Tais nuepats 


9 s 4 

exeivais, Kal ouyTedeo- 
~ “A o 

Oetcowy avTav e7e- 

yaoev. 


elrev de aurw 6 dtaBo- 
Nos? ef ulos ef Tou Oeou, 
9 4 ”~ a 4 @ 

eve Tw ALOw ToUTYH iva 
yevnrat apros. 

Kal amex ptOn ™pos avrov 
6 'Incous: yéypanrat 
drt ovK én’ apr ove 


Cyrerat 6 avOpwros. 


1 Yet it is also possible that So occurred in Q, since the word 
is also found elsewhere in that source. 
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pipart (exropevomeve dia 
oroparos) Beov. 

(5) rore wapa\auBaver 
avuTov 6 dtaBoAos eis THY 
aylav woAty, Kat €orn- 
wey auTov emi TO TTEpU- 
ytov tov iepov, (6) Kai 
eye avT@ ef vids ef 
Tov Oeov, Bade ceavrov 
KaTw yéyparTat yap 
Sti Tois ayyédots av- 


~*~ 9 = 4 

Tou evTeAcitas wept 
1 ‘| . =~ 

rou, kat emt xXetpav 

apovgiv we, M7} ToTe 


mporKorrys mpos ALBov 
TOV 08a cou. (7) épy 
avT@ 6 ‘Incots' wahw 
yéyparTat ouK éexmet- 
pacets kuptov Tov Beov 
cov. 

(8) wadw rapadapBaver 
avrov 6 diaBodros eis 
pos tnrov Alay, Kat 
deikvucty auT@ Taras 
ras BaciXelas Tou koo- 
pov kat thy do€apv 
avr ay, (9) kal elev 
auto’ Taira ro wavTa 
OWow, €av TecTwv 7 poo- 
Ku ops HOt (10) tore 
Aéyer avTw® O ‘Ingots: 
Umaye, caTava’ yéypaz- 
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The verses 5-7 come 
in St. Luke after 8-9. 
nyaryev dé avTrov eis 
‘lepoveadyp. What fol- 
lows is identical, yet om. 
auTov. elmrev (f. Néryet) 


evrevOev [kar] 


Te pt 
*~ ~ f 
cov tov diapvraga ce, 
Kal OTL ETL 


a3 4 © | = 
Kai aroxpiOes 0 'Incous 
elwev avTo (ST) eipyntat 


4. a0 4 > 4 e 
Kat avayaywy auvTov (o 
oa, * '# « Alay om.) 

kat om. 
éderkev Tis olkovmévns 
(f. T. xoop.), Kat T. dofav 
auT@v om, ev oTIyue 
xpovev add,, perhaps wpos 
avrov, add. 6 diaBodos, 

\ Re) \ ? r 
roi dwcw tiv é£ovciav 
TavTynyv dvacay [kal TH 
dofav avTa@y], ott euot 
mapadédoTat Kat @ dy Béhw 
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of the order of St. Matthew. Nothing can be built 
upon the traye Zarava of St. Matthew,-for these 
words can scarcely be original. If they were, what 
reason could St. Luke have had for omitting them? 
(Urayew is indeed a rare word with him, never 
occurring in the Acts and only once in the gospel, 
while it is found twenty times in St. Matthew, 
fifteen times in St. Mark, and thirty-three times 
in St. John). Besides, the phrase occurs again in 
St. Matt. xvi. 23, and may therefore, perhaps, have 
been inserted from the latter passage (where St. 
Mark viii. 33 also has it), 

The wide divergence at the beginning and end is 
partly due to the influence of the Markan text. 
Hence it is that St. Matthew derives the episode 
“dyyerot dinxovouy air@” (mpoo_\Oov belongs to 
the style of St. Matthew, the word is found more 
than fifty times in this gospel). It is from St. Mark 
that St. Luke derives “‘ yucépas uw’ meipaCdmevos U0 
Tov diaBdXov” (St. Mark: mu’ juepas wetpaComevos vo 
rod Zarava). All further deviations of St. Luke 
from St. Matthew in the introduction are likewise 
secondary, so that we must recognise the pure text 
of Q in the version of St. Matthew; for (1) in place 
of the representation of the Spirit as the active 
subject St. Luke writes in accordance with his 
style and mode of thinking: aAvjpys rvevuaros ayiou 
and ev Tw rvevuart, (2) he inserts bréertpevev aro 
tT. ‘lopd. (irorrpépew is found twenty-two times in 
the gospel and eleven times in the Acts, never in 
St. Mark or St. Matthew); (3) he writes the imper- 
fect jryero for anjxOy (the use of the imperfect is 
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in verse 8, again in St. Matt. xxvii. 27) was distasteful 
to him. 

St. Matt. 5: St. Matthew has replaced « Jerusalem ” 
by “the holy city” (see also xxvii. 53); for the gospel 
of the Hebrews also read « Jerusalem.” 

St. Matt. 5: St. Luke avoids the Semitic repetition 
of avrov. 

St. Matt. 5: évrevOev is a Lukan interpolation ; 
the word is found elsewhere in St. Luke, never however 
in St. Matthew and St. Mark. 

St. Matt. 6: rod diavAaka ce is an interpolation 
of St. Luke’s (according to the LXX), so also éru 
here and in verse 7, 

St. Matt. 7: Here St. Luke with xai amoxpieis 6 
"Incovs elev av’t@ is the more circumstantial of the 
two, so also in St. Matt. 10. 

St. Matt.'7: The radw of St. Matthew is original ; 
St. Luke avoids raw (see also St. Matt. 8); it is 
found about seventeen times in St. Matthew, twenty- 
nine times in St. Mark, forty-seven times in St. John ; 
on the other hand, only two (three) times in St. Luke’s 
gospel and five times in the Acts.—yéyparrat, not 
eipyrat, is original, for the latter (together with ro 
eipyuévov) is peculiar to St. Luke—vide ii. 24; Acts 
ii. 16, xiii. 40; elsewhere only in Rom. iv. 18. 

St. Matt. 8, 9: opos wnAcv, perhaps also attested 
by the gospel of the Hebrews; St. Luke rationalises 
and leaves the scene somewhat in shadow (he would 
probably have us suppose that our Lord was raised up 
into the air so as to be able to see everything).—The 
word oikovuevy is Lukan (used by St. Luke eight times, 
once by St. Matthew, never by St. Mark and St. John) ; 
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is fond of using xAaiew (eleven times in the gospel, 
in St. Matthew only two occurrences and one of these 
in a quotation, cf: St. Luke vii. 32 = St. Matt. xi. 17); 
kAaiew then brought about the yeAacere in the follow- 
ing clause (St. Luke is fond of strong expressions, yeAGv 
occurs again with him only in vi. 25, never elsewhere 
in the New Testament), Ps. cxxvi. may have influenced 
the evangelist here. The twofold wy is of course also 
interpolated by St. Luke (v#v occurs thirty-seven times 
in the gospel and Acts, four times in St. Matthew). 
St. Matthew 11 and St. Luke 22 look like two 
separate translations, yet are not so, as is shown by 
St. Matthew 12=St. Luke 23. We must start 
from the consideration of this verse and it will then 
appear that St. Luke is almost everywhere secondary. 
"Ev exetvyn TH nmepa is as secondary as wy, the im- 
perative aorists are an improvement in style; TKIOTI- 
cate (for aya\AracGe) is a genuinely Lukan exaggera- 
tion (vide supra ye\acere); oxiprav is peculiar to 
St. Luke in the New Testament (vide i. 41, 44), like- 
wise idov yap (never found in St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, six times in St. Luke); St. Luke does 
not care for the plural ovpavois, and (xara) ra avra 
is Lukan (elsewhere in the New Testament only in 
St. Luke vi. 26 and Acts xy. 27). 'Esotovy for 
ediwEav was written by St. Luke, because in the preced- 
ing clauses not only persecutions but also other trials 
are mentioned. A genuine translation-variant appears 
to stand at the conclusion. Wellhausen says: « St. 
Luke has read ‘their forefathers’ as the subject of 
the verb; St. Matthew has read ‘your forefathers’ 
in apposition to the Prophets. The difference in 
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hatred is followed by excommunication, excom- 
munication by the general defamation of the name. 
Besides, we find that St. Luke uses pureiy also in 
other places where it does not occur in the parallel 
passage of St. Matthew (vi. 27, xiv. 26), and that 
exBadXew, in the metaphorical sense=«to defame” 
(here only in the New Testament), is good Greek, 
whereas efreiv wav wovnpdv is not Greek at all. 
Accordingly, here also the text of St. Matthew is 
everywhere to be preferred. It must remain an open 
question whether, in the places where St. Matthew 
is secondary, the corrections are due to the evangelist 
himself or whether a secondary text already lay 
before him. The Beatitudes certainly circulated in 
various recensions from an early period, indeed from 
the beginning. Thus Polycarp (Epist. 2) quotes 
as follows: maxapiot of rrwyot Kat of dtwxdmevor Evexev 
duatoourns, STt avTwyv errw 4 Bacreia Tov Oeod. 
This looks like a combination of the texts of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke; perhaps, however, it 
is a combination of these two and of the source, 
or perhaps it is another version of the source. 

A word must be said concerning [evexey euov] in 
St. Matthew and évexa tot viov Tov avOpwrov in 
St. Luke. St. Matthew's phraseology here is some- 
what redundant; many authorities have therefore 
omitted \fevdouevor; but this word seems to me to 
be supported by the as zovypov of St. Luke (vide 
supra). On the other hand, évexev euov should be 
omitted from the text of St. Matthew, for a suc- 
cession of ancient Western authorities do not read 
it; others read évexev duxatoovvns (Da.b.c.g’.k); the 
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(25) tot evvoay Te av- 
TLOLKw TOV TaXU ews SToU 
el pet’ avTou ev Ty 60" 
MpTOTE ce mapas | “0 
avriducos Te KpiTn Kat 0 
K pins Te vEnpéeTy, Kal 
els duAaxyy An Oo n° 
(26) apny Né€yw cot, ov 
Th) e€erOns exeiOev & Ewes 
dy awodas Tov érxaTov 

Koopavrny. 


(82) eye de Aéyw v Upiv 
Ort was 0 aToAvwy Thy 
yuvaika avrov wapexros 
Adryou Topvelas qotet avTHY 
pmorxevOyjvat, Kai O¢ éav 
amwo\eAumevny yaujon, 
MolxaTat, 


we yap Urayes meTa TOD 
avTidixou cou én’ apx- 
Ld ~~ ¢ 5 1 4 
ovra, €v TY Odw dos épya- 
¥ f + | 9 7 ~ 
oiav arma Oa am’ avTou, 
pijTore KaTacu noe ™mpos 
TOV KPLTHY, Kal O Kpiris 
oe Tapaddces T® 7 paK- 
Top, Kal O wpaxTwp ce 
Barei eis pudakyy- 
A€éyw cot, ov an ee Ons 
exeiOev Ews kal TO Er ya- 
Tov Aer Tov arrows. 
was 0 @ToNVMY THY Yyu- 
vaika avToU Kai yauwv 
érépav pmorxevet, Kal 6 
a : r 5 \ i 
atwoAcAupevnv aro ap- 
pos yamav moryever. 


The first saying also stood in St. Mark (ix. 50) 


in the form: xaddv TO dAas* éav de TO das Gvadov 
yevntal, ev Tit aUTO apTiceTe ; ExeTe ev EavToIs dda. 
The saying in Q ran: vueis eore TO GAas Tijs ying 
[fin this form or in a similar form St. Luke must 
have read it in Q, for the context in which he gives 
the saying shows that he referred it, like St. Matthew, 
to the disciples; but as in cases of doubt he often 
prefers St. Mark to Q, so here also he has chosen the 
form of St. Mark]: éay d& To dAas pwpavOy, ev rin 
adicOijocerat [here also St. Luke uses the aptvewv of 
St. Mark]; eis ovdev icyver ért (St. Luke replaces this 
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dently intends to improve the sense of the passage ; 
he perhaps also thinks of the missionary aspect of 
the gospel (though this is doubtful). 

The third saying in Q ran as follows : Ews ay mapehOn 
6 ovpavos Kau } Vi, tora Ev hia Kepaia od wy wapedOy 
amo Tov voxov. In regard to form, St. Luke has 
improved the clumsy construction, but he has also 
altered the thought by the evxorwrepov which he 
has adopted from other sayings (vide St. Matt. ix. 5 
cum parall,; xix. 24 cum parall.). According to St. 
Matthew, the Law abides as long as Heaven and Earth 
remain; according to St. Luke, it lasts longer than 
they. Here we discern St. Luke’s genuinely Hellenic 
reverence for the Old 'Testament—a reverence which 
could be so deep, because the writer stood remote 
from the controversies concerning the application 
of the precepts of the Law to the daily life. The 
converse hypothesis (Wellhausen) that St. Matthew 
has attenuated the thought is unacceptable from 
considerations both of matter and style. St. Luke 
has introduced weceivy in order to avoid the double 
mapéXOy (wereiv in the metaphorical sense is not 
found in the gospels, but ¢f Rom. xi. 11, 22; xiv. 4; 
1 Cor. x. 12; xiii. 8; Heb. iv. 11), and he has 
omitted the i@ra é@v as superfluous and somewhat 
singular. In St. Matthew the opening words aun 
vy. A. uwiv and the concluding clause éws dy wavra -yév. 
are perhaps secondary. The latter was probably 
added because eae peeney passage in St. Matthew 
speaks of « fulfilling”; the evangelist may, besides, 
have been influenced by a reminiscence of St. Mark 
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avdpa avis [vel eav yury eFéXOy aro Tov avdpos 
avrijs Kai] yaujon adXov, moryara). Accordingly, 
in St. Matthew we have only to omit the introduction 
and the phrase rapexros Ad-you ropvetas. In St. Luke 
kat yauwv érépay comes from another source—in fact, 
from St. Mark—and by its insertion the sense of the 
saying is altogether changed (that St. Luke’s correct- 
ing hand was at work here is also evident from the 
substitution of the participle for ds éay yyauajry). In 
@ the saying gave expression to the austere thought : 
“He who divorces his wife causes her to commit 
adultery: both she and her new husband are guilty 
of adultery.” St. Luke has completely changed this 


thought. 


St. Matt. v. 39, 40, 42, 
44-48. 

(39) “Oorts ce panier 
eis THv [deEtav] craryova 
(cov), otpéov avT@ Kat 
Thy aXyv, 

(40) Kai 7! Oedovri gol 
kpOjvar Kat Tov Xira@va 
wou AaPeiv, apes avre xai 
TO iuariov. 

(42) rw atrotvri ce dos, 
kat Tov OéXovTa azo cov 
davicacOat =a) aoc - 


Tpagys- 


(44) eyo de Aeyw duiv- 
ayarate Tous €xOpous 


St. Luke vi. 29, 30, 27, 
28, 35°, BR, 58, 36. 
T@ Tumrovrl ge «is [emt] 


7 ciaryova, mapexe Kal 
Thy aAny, 


5 49 4 ~ # 
Kal @@O TOU alpovTds cov 
4 f 4 4 cad 
TO (MaTLOV Kal TOV xLT@VA 


avr alrobvri we didou, 
Ka am Tov alpovros Ta 
oa un amaire [cf v. 35: 
kat daveiCere yandev ared- 
miCovres}. 

upiv Neyw Trois axovovow* 


ayar, T, €xOp. Ups. KaAws 
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the awkward un-Hellenic and diffuse rw OéXovT! cor 
kpiOjva kat . . . AaBetv by ao Tov alpovros (in the 
latter instance he has transformed a command relating 
to behaviour in case of a judicial action into a general 
maxim ; hence uy kwAvoys for the more positive aqes. 
St. Matthew says: «He who wishes to sue thee for 
thy coat, allow him to take also thy cloak”; St. Luke 
says: “He who takes thy cloak, hinder ‘bn not from 
taking also thy coat”). ‘Pazi(ew is found in the New 
Testament only in St. Matthew (viz. once again in XXvi. 
67); orpepe is used by St. Luke only in the form 
orpadels, notice also the Semitic repetition of the 
dative in avtw (D. has avoided this by writing 6 0éXwv). 
In the order, « cloak ”—« coat,” St. Luke might seem 
to represent the original; “for the coat is nearer to 
the body than the cloak.” But St. Luke was obliged 
to begin with the cloak, for the robber catches hold 
of the cloak, not the undergarment; we can thus 
easily understand that the Lukan text is secondary in 
its origin, but we cannot explain a secondary origin 
of the text of St. Matthew. 

The Lukan insertion of wavri in St. Matthew 
verse 42, is also found in the Lukan version of the 
fifth petition of the Lord’s Prayer and elsewhere in 
St. Luke; likewise the substitution of didov for dds 
also occurs in the fourth petition of that prayer. 
Aidou is more correct Greek, seeing that the command 
is general. In what follows, the words ama:teiv (note 
the play upon aireiv and azarreiv) and azedmiCew of 
themselves show classical feeling; the possessive pro- 
noun (ra oa) is also Lukan; the whole clause, «ai 
amO TOU aipovros... amaire, is interpolated by 
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St. Matthew. Did he think that it did not express the 
thought clearly enough? That he had it before him 
in his source seems to follow from zrovypovs, which 
comes in haltingly at the close (the déatos and aduos 
of St. Matthew are suspicious; the former being a 
favourite word with this evangelist). «Your Father 
in Heaven,” in St. Matthew, is almost always sus- 
picious. At the very least, “in Heaven” is to be 
omitted. 

In verse 46 riva sucOov exere is certainly original ; 
for xapts, given by St. Luke, is a specifically Lukan 
word (found twenty-five times in the gospel and the 
Acts, never occurring in St. Matthew and St, Mark). 
The question in 46° is also original; for cai yap is 
Lukan (vide the fifth petition of the Lord’s Prayer 
in St. Luke, where St. Matthew has ws xai, in 
St. Matthew kai yap occurs twice, in St. Luke's 
gospel nine times), and St. Luke has often removed 
rhetorical questions from Q. Again, the reAwvat 
must be more original than the more general term 
of aquaprwAoi. St. Luke perhaps did not wish to 
repeat the phrase ro. avrd rotovow (vide verse 47), 
therefore he develops it here. ‘The ei here and in 
the following verse is certainly secondary; in Q, 
éay is very much more frequent than e. Also in 
other passages St. Luke has changed eéay into ef. 

In verse 47 St. Luke understood arrafecOa to 
mean “to be friendly disposed towards anyone,” 
«to devote oneself in love towards anyone” (prob- 
ably rightly), and has accordingly rendered it by 
ayaOoroeiv, it is obvious that St. Matthew is 
original here. The povoy of St. Matthew is also 
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cout yernOirw TO Oédnua 
wou, ws év ovpav@ Kat emi 
vis" 
11) rov adprov muay 


in their place: eAOérw ro 

drytov mvevua cov ep’ nas 

Kat kaBapiraTw ymas. 
(j@v om. ?) 


Tov emtovciov dos muiv didov To Kal’ juépay 
o7jLepov" (£. ojepor) 

(12) Kai aces Hiv Ta Tas 
operjmara nuwy, we Kai auapTias Kat yap avrot 


(f. quets) aciouey ravti 
oeitovTe Hiv" 


qpeis adixapev Tots odet- 
Aeras HUov" 

(13) Kai py eicevéeynne 
mas ets meparudy, adda aAAa 
pirat Huds amo TOU Wo- ..» . Tovnp, om. 


vpov. 


It is certain that the two forms of the prayer 
fepend upon one original form and one original 
translation, and it is just as certain that St. Luke 
could not have known the prayer as the customary 
congregational prayer in the communities with 
which he was acquainted, otherwise he would not 
nave revised its language so drastically. The form 
mansmitted to him contained only the vocative zarep 
(cf. St. Paul) and the so-called fourth, fifth, and 
sixth petitions. All the other clauses found in St. 
Matthew are either accretions which attached them- 
selves to the common prayer during the process of 
transformation into a solemn congregational prayer 
in the primitive Jewish Christian communities and 
under the dominating influence of the prayers of 
the Synagogue, or they were added by St. Matthew 
himself. With the correction didov compare St. 
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with the prayers of the Synagogue, and it is certain 
that St. Luke would not have passed over this 
petition if it had existed in his exemplar. 


St. Matt. vi. 20: @y0- St. Luke xii. 33°: @no- 
aupiCere de viv Ono- avpov avexerrrov ev ToIs 
aupous év oUpave, O7roU oupavois Gmou kAerTHS 
ovTe ays ote Bpwas ovx yy ovde ong 
abaviCe cai Srov kNér- drachOeipet. 

Tat ov dtopiccovew oude 
KA€rToucw, 


Taking also into consideration verse 19 of St. 
Matthew and verse 33* of St. Luke, it is at once 
seen that St. Matthew gives a saying which is com- 
plete in itself, while St. Luke adopts, as it were, only 
a reminiscence of this saying, which he binds up with 
the command to sell all things and give alms (ef. his 
enthusiasm for this ideal in the Acts). Moreover, 
the phraseology and the selection of words betray the 
deliberate choice, and thus the secondary character of 
St. Luke. AradGeipew (also pOeipew) does not belong 
to the vocabulary of the gospels, but is classical ; the 
thief and the moth are not easily understood apart 
from St. Matt. vi. 19; eyyiCew is a feeble word which 
St. Luke was fond of using (it is not found in St. 
John, occurs three times in St. Mark, six or seven 
times in St. Matthew, twenty-four times in St. Luke), 
and avéxXerrros also belongs to the language of 
literature (St. Luke loves such formations, cf. xvii. 1: 
avévoextos; xi. 46: ducBacraxros; Acts xxvii. 12: 
aved@eros). Accordingly, the plural ovpavois, which 
is much rarer in St. Luke than in St. Matthew, can 
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is absolutely incapable of proof. 
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St. Luke has 


written @vpa for xvAy, because he omitted «the way,” 


so that @vpa 


would more naturally suggest itself, 


St. Luke thinks of the door of a house (vide also the 
following verse 25); Q and St. Matthew think of the 


gate of a city. 


St. Matt. vii. 16: azo 
Tov KapTrav ervyvocerOe 
altos" are cvA\AEyov- 
civ aro axavOav ora- 
pudas y aro tTpiBodwy 
cica; (17) obrws way 
devdpov ayabov Kaprrous 
KaXous motel, TO de Campor 
dévdpov Kapmovs movnpous 
mo. (18) ov duvarat 

r i] 4 4 
devdpov ayabov _Kaprovs 
movnpovs everyKeiv, ovde 
dévdpov gwarpov Kapmrous 
KaAous Troieiy, 

Cf, also St. Matt. xii. 
33: % woujoate TO O€v- 
dpov «xadov kai Tov 
Kapwov avTov KaXov, 
h woujrate TO devdpoy 
cam pov Kat TOY KapmoV 
avTov gampov" e€x yap 
Tov KapTov TO dévdpov 
yiv@orKeT al, 


St. Luke vi. 44, 43: 
exactov dévdpoy éx Toi 
idiov Kaprov yivecKe- 
Taw ov yap €& axavOay 
gvAANEyouvow ciKa, ovde 
ék Barov oradvdrny 
Tpuywaw. (43) oul yap] 
€otiv dévdpov Kado 
Totovy KapTov campor, 
oude [adc] dévd poy 
TaTpov To.ovv Kaprov 
KaAOW. 


St. Matthew found the saying in two sources, and 
therefore gives it twice, probably intermingling the 
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campos (see likewise St. Matt. xii. 33) must have 


stood in Q. 


St. Matt. vii. 21: ov 
was O eywv pot KUple 
Kuple eireAevoeTau els THY 
Bacihelav Tw oupa vo, 
GAN’ o Trou TO OéAnua 
Tou TaTpds mou Tov ey 
Tois ovpavois, 

(24) was ody Goris axovet 
sou ToUvs Adyous ToUTOUS 
Kai Tove, avTovs 6 powoOhj- 
ceTat avdpl ppovimw 6 boris 
gkodopyrev avTou §8 THY 
oikiay ent THY mer pay. 
(25) Kat KaréBy i Bpoxn 
kai 7AOov ot ToT aot Kat 
érvevcay of advemot Kai 
mporémeray TH oikia exelvy, 


kat ouK emerev’ TeDepehioro 


yep emi Thy mer pay. (26) 
Kal 7as 0 Gxovwy fou ‘Tous 
Adyous Tovrovs Kat my 
Tov avTous omowjcerat 
avdpt pwpw, Satis wKodd- 
pnoev avrod THY oikiay emt 

1 cll 4 
THY apmoy. (27) Kat 
caréBn % Bpoxn kat 7AOov 
ot rorapol kal émrvevoay 
of Gveuor Kat mpoceKov,av 
Ty] OlKiG exeivp, Kat Erecey, 


St. Luke vi. 46-49; 
vii. 1: ri dé me Kadeire 
KUpte KUple, Kai OU ToLETe 


ad Neyo; 


(47) mas ov Epydpuevos 
™pos pe Kal aovoy pou 
Tov OYywv Kai ToLwY av- 
Tous, vmrodeiéw vuiv Tin 
extiv duotos. (48) dmords 
éot avOpimrw  oixodo- 
ovyTt otxiav, O¢ érxarbev 
Kal eBabuvev Kat €Onxev 
OeuéAtov ext THy mEéTpAY, 
mAnuwipns de yevoucvns 
mporépncev © 6 ToT aMos TH 
oikia exeivn Kal ouUK loxurev 
catevoa avrny dm TO 
KaAGs oixodouAcba adrijy. 
(49) 6 de axovocas Kat 
uy Toujras Gmows eorw 
avOpirry oikodopjrayrt 
Oikiay ei aw viv Xwpis 
OeueXiov, 7 7 ™ pooepnzev 0 
ToTaHOs, Kas evs: ouverre- 
wev, kal eyevero TO /piryua 
The otkiag exelvys meya. 
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version. But I cannot share Wellhausen’s impression, 
except perhaps in the case of the very descriptive 
words: ds éoxavey cat éBaOuvev Kat EOnxev Oeuedrov. 
St. Matthew often omits such descriptions, so that 
these words are perhaps original (yet, on the other 
hand, we have ground for hesitation in the fact that 
the first two verbs are found in the New Testament 
only in St. Luke; cxamrrew again in xili. 8 and xvi. 3; 
I shall, however, return to this point). As for the rest, 
the text of St. Matthew for the most part deserves 
the preference (with perhaps the exception of UrrodeiEw 
xTA. in St. Luke, for this vodeifw receives a certain 
attestation from another passage in 4), viz. St. Matt. 
iii. 7=St. Luke iii. 7, and is once again omitted by 
St. Matthew in x. 28, cf St. Luke xii. 5). The intro- 
duction of the parable accordingly ran perhaps some- 
what as follows: was ovv boris axovet Hou Tous 
Adyous TovTous Kal wore avrovs, VrodeEw tiv tin 
eotiv Suows. Gmows errw «TA. And yet it may 
very well be that todei~w was inserted by St. Luke, 
and that the somewhat illogical future passive ojoto- 
Ojcerat has in this case a claim to originality. St. 
Matthew writes: was otv Goris axovet xat vrotei, St. 
Luke in better Greek: as ody (€pxdpmevos zpds pe Kat) 
axovwy Kat trotwv. St. Matthew writes: avdpt ooTis 
wxodouncer, St. Luke: avOpair@ otkodopoivri. St. 
Matthew, avrov tiv oixiav, St. Luke in_ better 
Greek: oikiay. St. Matthew: xat xaréBy 4 pox, 
St. Luke avoids the vulgar Bpoxits and writes in the 
genitive absolute hy pipns yevouerns. St. Matthew 
thinks of storms of rain and wind, but to St. Luke it 
seemed improbable that these could overturn a house, 
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this gospel seven times (never in St. Mark, twice in 
St. Luke). 

It is a most important point that St. Matt. vii. 28 
and yiii. 5 have a parallel in St. Luke vii. 1; for 
from this it follows with certainty that even in Q 
large portions of the Sermon on the Mount occurred 
together, and that the Sermon was followed by the 
Cure of the Centurion’s Servant in Capernaum. But 
both evangelists have altered the wording here; for 
éyevero Ste éré\ecey is a phrase that is often repeated 
by St. Matthew (vide xi. 1, xiii. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1), 
and the genitive absolute (efceA@ovros avrov), which is 
added, likewise shows the secondary character of the 
text of St. Matthew at this point. But the Lukan 
text is shown to be secondary by ézetd (never 
occurring in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John; 
five times, however, in St. Luke’s gospel and <Acts), 
as well as by wavra 7a pjuara (never occurring in 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John; thrice again in 
St. Luke). ‘There seems, therefore, no hope of recover- 
ing the original wording of the source before the 
words eicj\Oev eis Kacbapyaoiu. 


St. Matt. vii. 5: St. Luke vii. 1-10... , 


EKiceA@ovros de avrou 
. K | 
els apapvaoup 7 p0- 
on\Oev avTw éxaTovTap- 
Xos wapakadGy avroy 
(G) kal Néywrs KUpte, 6 
~ fr ¥ Fa] 
mais wou BePAnrat ev Ty 
oikia mapaduTixds, dewias 


BacanComevos, (7) Aéryer 


elajAOev eis Kagap- 
vaovm, (2) éxaTovTap- 
xou de Tivos dovAos Kakaic 
éxov ijuerev TeAcvTay, Os 
iv avr évriynos, (3) axov- 
cas de wept tov ‘Iycov 
anérret\ey mpos avTov 


mpexPBurépous trav ’Iov- 


INVESTIGATION 
avrg : eye éAOwv Ocpa- 
Wevew avroy. (8) a a7roKpt- 
Gets de 6 exaTovrapxXos 
Epa" Kv pte, OUK elm 
ixavos iva mov vTo THY 
oréyny etoéA Ons: aAAG 
povoy etme Oy, Kal 
tadycerat i) mais Lou, 
(9) Kal yap eye avOpw- 
Os ecm UTO é€ovciay, 
EXwv v7’ éuavToy orpa- 
TITAS, Kal Néyw TOUT" 
mopevOnrt, Kat ™ 0 peve- 
Kai GAA: 


Tal, Epxou, 
Kat epxeTat, Kat Tw 
dovA@ ov’ Totncoy 


ToOUTO, Kat wotei. (10) 
9 A AY: e ‘T lon 
axovaas de 0 ‘Incots 
’ , ‘ » 
eQavmacey xat elev 
Tots akoAovOovaty aun 
A€yw vuiv, ode ev TH 
J mr 4 Lf 

apandX TocauTHY Tic- 
Ty ed pov. 

(18) Kat dlrev 6 o ‘Ingois 
To éxarovTapyXn” vraye, 
ws emiorevoas yevnOirw 
got Kat iaQy 6 rais ev Ty 
@pg exeivy. 


OF THE TEXT 


15 


daiwy, épwrav avrov Sus 
éA Ow dtacwoy Tov SovAoY 
9 A e A 
avrov. (4) of de mapa- 
yevouevot pos tov 'In- 
covv Tapexadouy avTov 
omovdaiws, Aéyoures Ort 
w»” a 9 iy a 
afios ear ® Tapegn 
TOUTO, (5) ayang yap 
TO eOvos ad Kat THY 
Tuvayuryny avTos wKodduNy- 
cev nuiv. (6) 6 de "Incois 
emopeveTo GUY avTois, 07 
dé avToU ov maxpay arré- 
Xovros azo THS oikias, 
Erremrpev firovs 6 6 éxaTor- 
Tapxns Aérywy QUTe* "Kupte, 
mn oKUAAOU* Ov ya ika- 
vos eiue iva vro THY 
l4 9 a 
aoréeynvy gov etaedOns: 
(7) dto ovde euavroy nxiwoa 
mpos ae édOciy' adda 
9 4 4 \, 9 s 
El Te doyy, Kal tabyrw 
O wais feov, (8) cat yap 
eye avOpwrds etme 
uro éfovclay Tacco- 
w e 3 A 
evos, EXWY UT emauvToY 
oTpaTioras, Kat Néyw 
TovUTw? TwopevOnTi, Kat 
mTopeveTat, Kat G@dAw* 
EpxXov, Kal epxerat, Kat 
T@ SOVA® pov’ TOingTOY 
TOUTO, Kat Tote. (9) 
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] Ff 4 * 
axovcas o6€ TavTa oO 
*T ~ 76 F 9 
Incots €Oavuaceyv av- 
Tov, Kat orpadels TH 
5 * 1 ’ 
axoXovBovvTt aT oxAw 
elev’ Neyo vuiv, ovde 
by led al | 4 # 
ev Tw lapand Tocav- 
THY TiOTLY EUpOY. 

(10) cai vrorrpelavres 
eis TOV olKov of Ten Oévres 
eNpov Tov dovAov vytal- 


vovTa, 


In this section at least it is obvious that all 
traits in St. Luke different from or in addition to 
St. Matthew do not proceed from Q, and that 
St. Matthew thus transmits the source in the more 
original form. The two deputations to our Lord 
(in place of the personal interview of the centurion) 
are a later addition. This is strikingly shown 
(1) by the fact that the long speech which St. Luke 
assigns to the friends is intelligible and appropriate 
only if it was spoken by the centurion himself, and 
(2) because also in St. John (iy. 46 ff.) the centurion 
(BaoiAxds) comes himself. An attempt to distinguish 
between that portion of the additional matter in 
St. Luke which perhaps came to him through tradi- 
tion, and that for which he himself is solely re- 
sponsible, is under such circumstances unnecessary. 
I would only remark that évrimos (verse 2), of wapa- 
yevouevor (verse 4), oovdaiws (verse 4), pmaxpay 
améxew (verse 6), did (verse 7), aftovv (verse 7), the 
passive taccecOa (verse 8) are, as far as the gospels 
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pov iEovrw kat av ak- 
AOnrovrat mera ‘AB~ 
paau kat ‘Ioaae kai 
'TlaxwB év try Bacr- 
Aela TeY ovpaver: 
(12) of de viot ris Bact- 
Aeiag = EK BAHOHoovTar 
[eEeAevorovrat] eis = TO 
TKOTOS TO eEwrepov" exe 


odovTwr, Srav 
‘ABpaap Kat 
ral ‘TaxwB Kat mavras 
Tovs mpodiyras ev TH 
Bacireia Tov Oeod, tuas 
de exBadromevous eE. 
(29) nat yEovcww amo 
avaTroA@y Kat dvopmeyv 
kat [amo] Boppa Kat vorou, 


OrvrerOe 


'loaak 


1 i 7 
Kat avakAtOnocorvrar ev 
vy Bacrcia Tov Ocoo, 


erTat o rhavOuos Kal O 
Bpvymos Trav ddovroy, 


If we represent the order of the component 
clauses of St. Matthew's version of the saying by 
the series 1, 2*, 2°, 2°, 3, 4, then the order of St. 
Luke -is given by the series 4, 2°, 2°, 3, 1, 2%,2%. It 
is here evident that 4 occupies a false position at 
the beginning, for exe? is thus out of connection (it does 
not connect with xiil. 27); hence 4 after 4, the 
order of St. Matthew, is original; 2° (€v ty Baci\cia 
7. 8.) occurs twice in St. Luke, which of itself shows 
that 2*° belong together, and that 2* (cat avaxA:O))- 
covrat) is thus in place at the beginning, coming 
after 1. 'The order of St. Matthew is accordingly 
original, The change of order in St. Luke is due 
to the transposition of 4 (éxé xr.) to the beginning, 
for which the reason is not obvious. ‘This required 
further transpositions and also the interpolation of 
ovverOe (so that the thought of the passage now 
reminds us of the Rich Man in Hades). Lavras 
ros mpoOiras is also secondary; also 6\erGe with 
double accusative is Lukan. If in St. Matthew, 
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St. Luke has transformed the direct discourse of 
St. Matt. x. 7 into narrative. The words cai iado@at 
are a Lukan interpolation, as is suggested by the fact 
that our Lord’s work of healing is the chief point of 
interest with St. Luke. He also delights to give 
special emphasis to the Mission of the disciples. 
Again, the record that the Kingdom was the sub- 
ject of their preaching is of later character than 
the tradition that it consisted of the proclamation 
«“ryyuev.” It is, however, very questionable whether 
we are at all justified in assigning this clause to Q. 

The conjunctive relative (St. Luke x. 5) is a con- 
struction which is very frequent in St. Luke, belonging 
to the characteristics which distinguish his style from 
those of the other evangelists, with whom it is of rare 
occurrence. ivéhOnre is a grammatical improve- 
ment upon eicepyduevor, St. Luke has also avoided 
acmacerOa in St. Matt. v. 47; he substitutes the 
words of the greeting itself, deriving them from what 
follows. It is also undoubtedly due to later reflexion 
that the worthiness of a single inhabitant of the 
house replaces the worthiness of the whole house. 
Moreover, St. Luke elsewhere uses the phrases, “ sons 
of light” (xvi. 8), “of this generation” (/.c. and xx. 
$4), “of consolation ” (Acts iv. 36), « of the Resurrec- 
tion ” (St. Luke xx. 36). Nothing similar is found in 
St. Matthew. “A £:os, used absolutely, is also found in 
St. Matt. x. 11 and xxii. 8; St. Luke has avoided 
it (on linguistic grounds rightly). ’Eaavarajoerat 
(for e\Oarw én’ adrjy) is found again in the New 
Testament only in Rom. ii. 17, and shows by the 
repeated preposition that it is alien to the simple 


i 
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of the parallel verse in St. Luke made it not very 
easy to include this word, vide supra. 


St. Matt. x. 27: 6 
eyo vuiv ev Ty oKoTIa, 
elrate €v T@ chwri" Kai O 
els TO oUs aKoveTe, Kypv- 
are €Ti Tov Swmarey. 
(28) Kal un poBeiabe a amo 
Tiov GmrOKTEWOVT OY TO 
cama, Thy de \ruyny py 
duvapevey aroKreivat* cpo- 
BeicOe dé paddAov Tov 
duvauevov cai ~uxjv Kat 
gma aroerat ev yeevyy. 
(29) odxi dvo arpovbia 
accapiov rwAeiTa; Kat ey 
€, aQuTayv ov WeorvéelTal ETL 
THY Yyiv avev Tod mwaTpos 
Umar. (30) Udy de Kat ai 
Tpixes Tis Kearns Tara 
7prOunueva eigiv. (31) wy 
ou poBeiabe: wo\Aav 
or povdiwy Siacpépere v umels. 
(32) was ovy doris Opodo- 
yiirer ev euot EumporOev 
Tey av parry, omoAoyicw 
Kayes ev aur eum poo Bev 
TOU mar pos jzov Too ev 
Tos oupavois. (33) doves 
de  apyjonrat me Eurrpoo bev 
Trav avOpwrwy, apvjcouat 


St. Luke xii. 3: dca ev 
Th oKoTia e€iraTe, ev Tw 
wri axovotijcera, Kat 6 
7 pos TO ovs éAaAioare év 
Tos Tasetots, Kypvy Oijrerat 
emt Tov dwuarwr, (4) Néyw 
dé upiv trois didow pov, 
un poBnbinre ATO Tir 
GTOKTEVVOVTWY TO Tama 
Kal meTa TATA My eXOVTWY 
TEpTTOTEPOV TL Tothcat- 
(5) vrodeiEw dé vpiv Tiva 
poPnbirre: poPiOnre TOV 
META TO GTOKTELVAL exovra 
eEouciay euBareiv els. THY 

v* vat, Ney vmiv, 
TOUTOV poBiOnre. (6) ovxi 
wévre oTpovia rwrovvTat 
axcapiwv dvo; Kal ev é 
aUT@Y OUK €oTW éTlAcANo- 
pevoy evomriov rot GOeou, 
(7) adda Kai ai Tpixes THs 
KebaXis v Updov Tara 7pt0- 
pyvrat. my poPBeicQe* rod- 
Awv er poviiwy Stapépere. 
(8) eyo de Upiy, mas 8s 
dy ouororynan ev é€ol 
eum poo Bev TeV v avO parr, 


Kal oO vios Tou avOpwmov 
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slaying of the soul”; it is not clear for what reason 
(he also omits “the soul” in verse 5). I conjecture 
that «the slaying of the soul” was a monstrous idea to 
the Hellenic evangelist (and besides wepisoorepov ri 
betrays the Lukan style). The vzodei~w of St. Luke 
may be original, but need not be so (vide on St. 
Matt. vii. 24); it stands in place of wadAov, which 
is incorrect Greek. Again, aroAéoa ev yeévyyn is bad 
Greek; St. Luke substitutes éuParciv eis. By the 
repetition of Aéyw and poBirre at the close of the 
verse, St. Luke yet again points to its importance. 
Naturally this emphasis is not original. 

The existence of the variants, «two sparrows for 
a farthing” and “five sparrows for two farthings”™ 
(verse 29°), is an enigma. Had sparrows become 
cheaper? In 29" no one will doubt that St. Matthew 
has the original text. This is shown also in the 
phraseology: éevwmioy is peculiar to St. Luke among 
the synoptists (it does not occur in St. Matthew 
and St. Mark), and ovx éorw emiAeAnou. is the 
language of literature. St. Matthew’s TaThp ULV 
for Geds (vide supra on St. Matt. vi. 26) is alone 
secondary. 

In St. Matthew verse 30, St. Luke’s arrangement 
of the words is grammatically more correct, but that 
of St. Matthew better suits the sense, and is accord- 
ingly more original; #piOuyvra is of course a cor- 
rection for jprOunuévar eiciv. St. Luke replaces the 
weak dé by the stronger word aAAa. 

In St. Matthew verse 31, Wellhausen is right in 
asserting that we have here an instance of false 
translation from the Aramaic (7oAA@y in place of 
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Ouyarépa prep éue OvK marepa avTod Kal THY 

err mou agcos,] payrépa kal Thy yuvaiica Kat 
Ta TéeKva Kat Tous adeA- 
hous Kal Tas ddeopas, & eTt 
Te Kat Thy eavTou \Wwyiv, 
ov dvvara: elvai ov waby- 
ri) 

(38) nai ds ov AauBaver (xiv. 27) bores ou Bac- 
TOV ‘oraupov avrou Kat TaCet TOV oraupoy éauTou 
axoAovGei oricw jwov, OUK Kal EpyeTat GTicw mov, Ov 
cor gov &&Etos, dvvarat elvai ov pabyrijs. 

(39) 6 edpwv Thy ~puxny (xvii. 33) ds eav Orrign 
avrov amroNéret alriy, kal Thy xpuyyy avrou ept- 
0 amohécas tTHy buyny Toujrac at awoAere: au- 
avrov Evexev éuod evpice Tv, os 0 dy amodére 
QUT IV. Cworyovijcret aur ify. 

(40) 0 deyomevos vuas (x. 16) 0 axovwy Up 
me dexeTal, Kat O eue emov axovel, Kat 6 aberav 
Seyduevos dexerat Tov mas éue aberei 6 de eue 
arooreiAavra Me, aberav aberet Tov amoc- 

TeihavTa (Me, 


In St. Matthew verse 34, we find that St. Luke has 
again inserted Aéyw vyiv. My vouionre dri 7dOov 
occurs also in St. Matt. v. 17; doxe?re is found in Q 
(St. Matt. xxiv. 44=St. Luke xii, 44); yet there is 
some doubt whether this verse belongs to Q. As, 
however, St. Luke has here the interrogative form, 
which he has often obliterated elsewhere, we must 
decide in his favour. Eipivay dovvar év 7D Yi is 
certainly an improvement in style; rapeyevouny is a 
choicer word than 7A@oyv, and Stamepir nov (here only 
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form, while the other three begin with ef tig OéXeu. 
Again it is the original form of the negative version 
which occurs in St. Matthew: this evangelist writes 
ds, while St. Luke, in better Greek, writes doris, the 
former speaks of “taking” the cross, St. Luke of 
« bearing” (“ taking,” of course, is intended to mean 
«bearing”). St. Matthew writes pleonastically (ac- 
cording to Semitic idiom) dxoAovBeiv dricw, St. Luke 
corrects it into épyer8a oricw. On each occasion 
St. Luke writes ov divara eivai wou pabyris for ovx 
éorw pov aftos. One understands how the former 
phrase could have taken the place of the latter, but 
not how the latter could have replaced the former 
(concerning the avoidance of aftos, vide supra on St. 
Matt. x. 13). 

The saying of St. Matt. x. 39 is one of the two 
sayings of our Lord which is found in all four gospels 
(twice in St. Matthew and St. Luke). St. Matt. xvi. 
25 and St. Luke ix. 26 are derived from St. Mark viii. 
35; thus St. Matt. x. 39 and St. Luke xvii. 33 come 
from Q (in all the six versions the expression a7oA- 
Avew THY \vyiv is found). 

St. Luke here uses the words vreprrotcioOat (vide 
Acts xx. 28; 1 Tim. iii. 13) and Gwoyoveiv (vide Acts 
vii. 19; 1 Tim. vi. 13), which are wanting elsewhere 
in the gospels—they are doubtless secondary ; in sense 
they are identical with od(erv—that is, with the Aramaic 
“ahi” (vide Wellhausen). Moreover, the (y7joy of 
St. Luke is very suspicious; for in St. Matt. vii. 13 
(St. Luke xiii. 24) this evangelist has again inter- 
polated Cyrijcovew. St. Luke evidently regarded the 
expression tv \vy7v evpeiv as not clear enough; St. 
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we read in St. John 6 AauBavwv ay Twa 7réurbo, and 
St. Luke changes “ reception” into « hearing ” (in the 
sense of “obeying”), with its contrast “setting at 
nought.” For aGereiv in St. Luke, vide 1 Thess, iv. 
8: 6 aberay ovx avOpwrov abere? GAG Tov Oedy (and 
St. Luke vii. 30: ryv BovAny rod Ocod 7Oéryrav); for 
the thought in St. Luke, vide Acts ix. 4: ZaovA, Ti 
we dwoxets. It is thus proved that in the two last 
verses of this section the Lukan text is again secondary, 
although, owing to the marked difference between 
St. Matt. x. 40 and St. Luke x. 16, it must remain 
doubtful whether this very widely circulated saying 
occurred in Q. 


St. Matt. xi. 2: ‘O de St. Luke vii. 18, 19: 
"lwavvns axovcas ev Te Kal aryyyerav Iwdvvet of 
decnwrnpiy Ta Epya Tod pabyrai avrod Tept TAYTOV 
Xpurot, réuras dia rovrwy, Kat tpocxadera- 
Tov pabnteav avrov pevos dvo Twas TaY pa- 
elev auto" Onrav avrou 6 Iwavyns 

éwmeuvev mwpos Tov 
Kuptov Neyo" 

St. Luke has already told us (iii. 20) that St. John 
the Baptist had been imprisoned, it was not therefore 
necessary to mention this again; but something of the 
sort must have been mentioned in Q; hence the ev ro 
dexpwrypiy of St. Matthew is original. «To hear 
the works” is an awkward expression—on the other 
hand, the corresponding passag of St. Luke is of the 
conventional type; likewise, réu.pa: dia gives an im- 
pression of greater originality than the mpockane- 
capevos (€reuryev) of the formal gospel style. Lastly, 
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the interpolation of ties and 6 x’épios is Lukan, and 
the repetition of the name John shows that the version 
in verse 18 is not original. St. Matthew has thus 


preserved the text of Q. 
St. Matt. xvii. 20°: 


"Eav éxnte Tier ws 
KOKKOV TLVATEWS, épeire 
To Spe TovTw: petaBa 
évOev exei kat peraByoerat’ 


St. Luke xvii. 6: e& 
exXeTE TITTLY WS KOKKOY 
TLVATEWS, eXevyere dv ty 
cucapivy (TavTy)* expiC- 
WOnTt kat puTedOnte ev TH 
Oaraccy: Kat varynKovcev 
dv upiv. 


St. Luke, as is often the case, has written «ef for 


9° 
e€ayv. 


The commentators recognise that St. Luke has 


replaced “the mountain” by “the fig tree”—a re- 
miniscence of the « Cursing of the fig tree,” which he 


omitted. 


St. Matt. xviii. 12: +i 
eC a a“ 9A a 4 
Uuiv doxel; eav yevnrat 
A 
Tit avOpomrw exaTor 
a ~ 
apoBara kat wAamOy Ev 
9 9 “A 9 A 9 ’ 
e& avT@y, ovxt adioe 
TA EVEVHKOVTG EvVEa ET 
A 
Ta Opy Kat mwopevlets 
a A 
Cyrei To wAavwpevov; (13) 
A A 
Kal €ay yevyrae evpeiy 
9 o 9 4 a € a 4 
avTo, aunv Aeyw upiv, OTE 
Xaipet ex’ avTw paddov 
“a a 
Hy ETL TOis EveynKOVTA evvEa 
a 4 , 
Tois fy TeTAavnpeEvols. 


St. Luke xv. 4: Tis 
»” 9 e a wv 
avOpwros e& vmov exw 
éxaTov mpdBatra xai 
9 ao 9 3 ~ 9 
amoAeas €& avTav Ev ov 
KaraAelrei Ta evevy- 
KOVTG evvéa ev TH Epipmy 
Kal wopeverat emi To 
9 ‘ @ # 9 a 
avroAwAos ews evpy avTo; 
(5) cat evpwv emcridgow 
emt ToUs @pouvs avrou 
xaipwv, (6) cat eAOwy eis 
TOV olKOVv ouvKaXe Tous 

4 

didous Kai Tous yeiTovas, 
A€ywv avTois: ouvyapnre 


92 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


pot, Ott edpov TO tpoBa- 
Tov Lov TO aToAWAds, (7) 
Aeyw vuiv STt obTws xa pa 
exTat €v TH OVpavin Emi Evi 
AUAPTOAP jLeTavoouvTt 7 
emt evenjxovra evvea drxal- 
ous, ofrives ov xpeiav exov- 
ow peTavoias. 


St. Matthew has the principal interrogative clause 
in the apodosis; St. Luke by using the participial 
construction (as so often) makes the whole into one 
interrogative sentence. The former is original, like- 
wise the awkward yiverOa (St. Luke éyew). The 
e& uuav of St. Luke is out of good connection. St. 
Luke writes aroXécas for rAaviOy, because with his 
construction he was compelled to avoid the change 
of subject. KartaXeize is an evident correction for 
the clumsy adyjoa. ‘Emi ra Gpy and ev tH épjue 
might be regarded as translation-variants, if it were 
probable from other passages that St. Luke had 
knowledge of the Aramaic original of Q; St. Luke 
has here replaced the special by the more general 
term. Again, he writes ro azoAwAds, because he 
had already written azroAécas, St. Matthew gives ro 
mAavipevoy (in accordance with the rAav_6y of his 
text). Tlopevera: éxi 76 is good Greek for zropevbets 
Cyre. The un-Hellenic phrase éay yévytat edpeiv is 
replaced by the correct evpav. Here, therefore, the 
text of St. Luke is shown to be everywhere secondary. 

St. Luke verse 6, and indeed the principal part 
of verse 5, have no parallel in St. Matthew. They 
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7 pos we Aéywv" MeTavow, 
4 , - 
apres ary. 

(21) Tore wpored Pay 6 

Tlérpos efrev aire xipre, 

jwooaks ana pTHTEL Els eue 

6 adeAdos pou Kai adijow 

a se rl r r 

avTrw; ews émraxis; (22) 

Aéyer alrw oO ‘Incos" ov 

Aeyw cor ws éwraxts, 

GAAa ws EBdounxovraxiy 

err. 


At the first glance the text in St. Luke, because it 
is the shorter, seems to be therefore the more original 
in form; as a matter of fact, it presents to a certain 
extent the longer form, and besides rests upon a confla- 
tion of ideas. It is the longer in that St. Luke alone 
gives Tis yuepas and speaks of repentance (just as in 
xv. 7), of which nothing is said in St. Matthew verses 
21 f. In St. Luke the point upon which emphasis is 
laid is the sinner’s repentance; while St. Matthew 
(i.e. Q) is concerned with the question of uncondi- 
tional forgiveness, not in the case of sins in general 
but in the case of personal injury. St. Luke confuses 
the two cases. Here, however, St. Matthew too is 
not original, for his version in verse 15 is already 
determined by the subject-matter of the following 
verses (16 and 17). The text must have run: éav 
GpnapTicy (auapty of St. Luke is a grammatical 
improvement) 6 adeAdes cov, EAeyEov atrov (irae 
belongs perhaps to the style of St. Matthew; the rare 
éXeyéov is certainly more original than the frequent 
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Tous mous Tov avO parrey, 
aurot de Tw dakTUAW avr ay 
ov GeXovew Kujoat avra, 


(18) ovat de viv, pate 
pareis al Papioaior v7r0- 
Kprrat, Ort KAclere THV 
Baci\etay = Tav oupavaw 
eum poo bev Tov avOpwmwy* 
vers yap ovK eirépxerOe 
aude Tous eioepyomevous 
aiere cioeh Bei vy. 

(23) ovat Ubiv, ypar- 
marreis kat Dapwaio vo- 
pital, Srt amwodecarovre 
TO 9000 mov Kal 70 avnOov 
Kat TO KUO, Kal adicare 
ra Bapvrepa Tou vomou, 
THY Kpirw Kat TO €Xeos 
kat THY wioTW, TavTa de 
édet Toijoat KaKelva py 
aceivat, 

(25) ovat vmiv, ypap- 
pareis xai Papicaiot v7ro- 
kpiral, Stu xaOapiCere TO 
ecwbev TOU Trornpiou Kal 
Tis maporvidos, érwbev de 
yémourw €& apTayis Kai 
akpacias.” 


OF JESUS 


pop vla dvoBaoraKra, Kal 
avrol evi Tay daxTUAwy 


vay ov mpoarravere Tois 
poprioss. 

xi. 52: ovat vpiv Trois 
vomicois, OTL Hpare [exer] 
Thy KAeida THe yvubcews" 
avrot ovk eiojA\Oare Kat 
Tous eltepxXomevous exwv- 
rare. 


xi. 42: ovat vuiv ros 
Papicaiow, Sti amodeca- 
TOUTE TO HOvOTMOY Kal TO 
mijyyavov Kal Wav ax avor, 
Kal mapepxeabe THY  Kpiow 
Kal THY ayamrny Tov Oeou. 
[ravra édet rojoat KaKeiva 
py Tapeivat, | 


xi. 39: wy vwpeis of 
Dapicaion to EEwOev Tov 
ToTHplov Kat TOU TivaKos 
xaBapiCere, TO de éxwbev 
UM@v yéuet apmayis Kai 
movnpias, 


1 St. Matthew verse 26 and St. Luke verse 41 are not without 
connection, yet do not lend themselves easily to comparison. In 
the first place, 8t. Luke 418 (ody 6 wowjoas 7d FEwOew nal 7d fowSer 
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(34) dua rovro ou € eyo 
aTOTTEAAW _mpos bas 
mpoprras Kat rocpous Kal 
yeammareis’ 3 avriov 
awoktevelre Kat oTaupw- 
were kat €& avT@y marTly- 
wreTe ev Talis TUVAywryais 
uuav Kat dugere amo 
moXews eis moAdw' (35) 
Orws €Oy eh’ vuas wav 
alua dikatov éxyuvvdmevoy 
emt Tis ys Gro TOU aiua- 
TOS “ABen Tou diKaiou ews 
Tou § aimaras Zaxapiou 
viov Bapaxiov, 6 ov epover- 
care metakv Tov vaov Kal 
Tou Ovavacrnpiov. (36) 
aay Neyo v univ, iiget Taira 
mavTa emt Ty ‘yeveay 
TAUTHY, 


xi. 49: dia rovro Kal 
H Zopia Tov Oeot el7rev" 
ATOTTEAG Eig avTOUS ™po- 
giyras Kat arorroXous, Kai 
e& avTa@y aToKTevoUcL Kai 
ExdwadE ve, (50) iva ex Cn- 
TO TO alua TAVTWY TOV 
mpodytwy TO eKXUYVOMEVOY 
amo xaraBoNjis Koo MoU 
aro Ths yeveas TavTns, 
(51) aro aiuaros “ABer 
éws aluaros Layapiou Tov 
amro\omevou peragu TOU 
Ovevarrnpiou Kai TOU o-- 
Kou" val, Aeyoo v UMiN, exCnTn- 
Ojoerat aro Tis ‘yeveds 
TavTNS. 


St. Matt. xxiii. 4: For deruevew goptia, which 
is scarcely intelligible Greek, St. Luke has written 


popriCey 


‘ériuncav, Acts iy. 17: 


popria (of, in this evangelist, xvii. 24: 


agTpamy arTparroved, Acts xxviii. 10: 


Tipais 


ameAy amretAncwueba, Acts 


vy. 28: mwapayyedia mapyyyeiAaper, St. Luke xxii. 


15: éwiOupia erefiunoa, xxiii. 46: 
[likewise Acts xvi. 28], vi. 8 
v. 4: pévov euevey, St. Luke ii. 8: 


cpvAaxas). 


wvijcas wry 
avactas éoTy, Acts 
vAacorovres 


The construction of popricey with a 


double accusative filled the place of emir:Oéacw.— 
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Luke has replaced it by daira. Whether it stood 
in Q in the passages we are now considering cannot 
be certainly determined; probably Q ran: ovat vpiv 
trois Papicaior.—It is obvious that «to hold the key 
of knowledge” is the correction, and “to close the 
kingdom of Heaven” is the original; moreover, the 
verb cicépyerOar does not suit well with yvior, which 
word occurs only once again in the gospels, and that 
also in St. Luke (i. 77, yv@ots cwrnpias)—St. Luke 
puts avroi in the place of vets, for he does not 
like the personal pronominal subject expressed with 
the verb,—St. Luke gives the aorist eiovj\Oare instead 
of the present because, as a matter of fact, the 
“lawyers” did not possess the yvaow.—St. Luke 
omits yap because its connection with the context 
is not clear, and he simply writes ecwAvcate instead 
of the circumstantial ovx adiere eiceAOeiv, just as 
in the case of St. Matt. v. 40 he replaces ages airo 
by mu KxwAvoys (kwAvew once in St. Matthew, 6+6 
times in the Lukan writings). 

St. Matthew xxiii. 23: Concerning the intro- 
duction, compare what has been said above on 
verse 13.—« Anise and cummin” (St. Matthew), 
«Rue and every herb” (St. Luke); the former is 
original (Nestle, « Expos. Times,” xv. 528; “Ztschr. 
f. Neutestamentl,” Wissensch. 1906, s. 10, believes 
that cummin and rue correspond to NNW and 
N71wW)—ra Bapirepa rot veuov is difficult of inter- 
pretation and seems to conflict with verse 4, ac- 
cording to which the very charge brought against 
the Pharisees is that they impose the heavy burden ; 
the words are therefore omitted by St. Luke.— 


ite, 
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version in St. Luke vouches for the originality 
of, “this text. And yet the text of St. Matthew 


‘can scarcely be due to intentional alteration. If, 
*« however, we are not allowed to assume that both 


ratte” verses belonged to a then St. Luke must have 


ai - 
i‘ Ta 


the preference, seeing that St. Matthew verse 27 
does not carry us much farther than verse 25. Only, 
the more elegant and appropriate mrypeiov (for 
racbos) is due to the correcting hand of St. Luke 
(rados is not found anywhere in St. Mark and 
St. Luke)—see also the remarks on St. Matthew 
verse 29. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 29-32 = St. Luke xi. 47, 48. Does 
St. Luke here give an extract or the original? We 
may confidently affirm the former alternative, because 
of the cold, matter-of-fact tone of St. Luke’s version. 
Moreover, its secondary character is also shown by 
amoxreivew for dovedew and by ovvevdoxeiv, which is 
peculiar to St. Luke and St. Paul (vide Acts viii. 1, 
xxii. 20; Rom. i. 32; 1 Cor. vii. 12, 13), as well as 
by madprus, which occurs thirteen times in the Acts 
(uaptupeiy is found in St. Matthew only in this 
passage). St. Luke also avoids wore in the sense of 
itaque. However, the scribes and Pharisees are inter- 
polated here by St. Matthew (vide Wellhausen on 
this passage) as well as the words cal xoomeire Ta 
pvnueia Tov duaiwy. St. Matthew often concerns 
himself with “the righteous” (side by side with 
prophets and such like people). We, moreover, 
note that the prophets alone are mentioned after- 
wards. Again, verse 32 is perhaps original—cf. the 
clumsy phrase wAypovy TO méTpov Tav waTépwy (on 
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iis ‘yiis, which seemed superfluous, he has substituted 
amo xataBoAjs xécpov, words which seemed much 
less superfluous, and he has introduced yevea airy 
from verse 51 in order to lend greater precision to 
the solemn asseveration of the close of that verse. 
As in St. Matt. xxiii. 31, he avoids dovevewv, replacing 
ov éepovelcate by the participle rod amoXopévov. 
Concerning the variants eis avrovs and pos vuas I 
have nothing to say, the two prepositions occur in 

lel passages of the two evangelists without any 
recognisable reason for their variation. In orav- 
picere kat €€ auTav marTlywreTe ev Tails cUVaywyais 
uuay we probably have an addition by St. Matthew— 
of: St. Matt. xx. 19, Macriyirat kat rravperai—also 
amd mdAews ei¢ woAw is probably interpolated in 
accordance with St. Matt. x. 23, likewise the two 
occurrences of “ dixaioy”..(vide supra on xxiii. 29); 
St. Luke reads, but scarcely correctly, wavrwy ray 
mpodnrav. Concerning uviod Bapaxiov, I would point 
out (1) that it is not quite certain that these words 
are ori in St. Matthew; (2) that as St. Luke 
does not read them, and as the gospel of the Hebrews 
according to St. Jerome’s testimony read « filium 
Joiade” [so also (in accordance with 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 20) a Greek scholion to St. Matthew], it is 
therefore very improbable that the words stood in 
@. What reason could St. Luke have had for 
omitting them? Their historical control was not 
within his reach. We therefore here refrain from 
discussing what Zacharias is meant by St. Matthew or 
his interpolator. There is no reason for suspecting an 
historical hysteron-proteron. In place of the «Temple 
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Tous Bmous Tav avOpwrwy, 
> & BA = | 
avrot dé TH OaKTUAW avT@V 
a * a F 

ov OeXovot Kwiocat avTa, 


(13) ovat dé dui, ypau- 
pareis Kat Papiraior vo- 
Kptrat, Ort KAelere TH 
Bacitteiavy Tar ovpavav 
eum poo bev Tov avOpwrwy" 
umes yap ouK eizepxerOe 
oude Tous icepyouevous 
aciere eired ety. 

(23) ovat vupiv, YpaL- 
mareis kat Dapiraioa vro- 
Kpiral, Ott amodexatovre 
TO 30000 4ov Kai To avnbov 
kal TO KUWoY, Kat adiixare 
Ta Bapirepa rob vomou, 
Thy Kpiow Kai TO €A€os 
kal Thy wioTw, TavTa de 
édet wooo KaKeva py 
acbeivat, 

(25) oval viv, ypap- 
mareis kat Dapiwaion vro- 
kprral, Sr kaOapiCere TO 
éEwbev Tov wornpiov Kat 
Tis maporlidos, érwhev Je 
ysuovow €& aptayis Kai 
axpagias. 


popria dueParrarra, Kat 
avrot eve Tov daKTUA@Y 
Uuay ov mpooryavere Tois 
oprioss, 

xi. 52: ovat vpiv Trois 
voutKots, 671 npare [Exere] 
THY wreida Tis yuarews 
avrot ovc eton\OaTre Kai 
Tous ElTEpXomevous éxwv- 
rare. 


xi. 42: oval vuiv Trois 
Papicaio, Stt amodeka- 
TOUTE TO HOVOTMOY Kal TO 
miyyavoy Kat wav Aayavoy, 
Kat twapépyer0e Thy Kpiow 
Kat THY ayarny Tov Deu. 

~ Fd * q mo 
[ravra ede Totjoat Kaxeiva 

1 * 
By Tapetvat, | 


xi. 39: wy wvpeis of 
Dapicaio: To Hwhev rod 
TOTHpLoU Kat Tob TivaKos 
KabapiCere, TO Oe éowbey 
Umer yenet apmayis Kai 
qmovnpias, 


1 St. Matthew verse 26 and St, Luke verse 41 are not without 
connection, yet do not lend themselves easily to comparison, In 
the first place, St. Luke 419 (ody 8 wrojoar TO fEwher Kal 7d Eo 
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yapiCovres (vide Wellhausen), and is thus a cor- 
rection. Here again, as before in other pages, we 
find that the shorter text of St. Luke is not original 
but a revision. It almost necessarily followed that 
St. Matthew verse 39" should fall a victim to the 
reviser’s pruning-knife, nor indeed do we lose much 
thereby. 

Wellhausen calls St. Matthew verse 40 a poor 
variant of St. Luke verse 34; but in comparing 
St. Matthew and St. Luke it often happens that the 
poorer version—i.e, the version which is less good 
in logic and sense—is the original. Here, moreover, 
the motive which led to St. Luke’s alteration is 
quite clear. He wished by means of the examples 
given to express something which was not distinctly 
expressed in the original text—namely, that the 
Son of Man might come by night just as well as 
by day. Accordingly he changed tore into ravry 
7 veri and replaced ev ro dypo by emt xkXirys 
was, again, he substituted for eis . . . eis the 
better Greek 6 ely . . . 6 Erepos (likewise for la 
. . + pia the better Greek 4 pia... 4 €répa); 
lastly, he changed the present into the more correct 
future (so also in the following verse) and repeated 
the écovrat (in verse 35) which could not be dis- 
pensed with in correct composition. That the 
women grind “at the mill” (St. Matthew) was 
self-evident; it was not superfluous to mention 
that they grind emi tro avro. Hence St. Luke 
substitutes the latter phrase for the former. 


There are thus about fifty variants in the case 
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x. $1 (odv add.), xxiii. 4 (dé for wai), xxiii. 25 (viv 
om.), xxiii. 35 (7éuv add. bis). In these cases it is 
naturally impossible to give a definite verdict. It 
is probable that mu» vouioyre (x. 34), in place of the 
interrogative doxetre, is secondary (vide supra on 
doxeiv, St. Matt. iii. 9). Also the words puwpds and 
ppovimos, which expressly characterise the two builders 
of houses in chap. vii. 24, 26, are probably added 
by St. Matthew. 

Besides these instances there are, however, several 
others in which the modification of the text is of 
noteworthy, and at times of considerable, importance. 
In chap. iv. 11, at the conclusion of the story of the 
Temptation, the words “xai idov @yyeXor mpoand Gov 
kat dtyxovouv avT@” are inserted. Before this we find 
that the quotation, «Man doth not live by bread 
alone,” is continued (“ but by every word, &c.,” iv. 4). 
In chap. viii. 12, “eis to oxoros TO efwrepov”™ is a 
formula current with St. Matthew (for the simple 
éfw). But of considerably greater importance are 
the following instances, wherein we trace distinct bias 
of various kinds :— 

1. Jerusalem is introduced as the “holy city” 
(iv. 5); here we recognise the bias of a Christian 
of Jerusalem (note, however, that the term does 
not occur in the reproduction of a discourse of our 

2, The addition in chap. xxiii. 23 (Taira eet 
moujoat Kaxelva my wapeivat) displays a Jewish Chris- 
tian reverence for ceremonial precepts. 


1 The whole verse, xxiii. 27, is possibly an interpolation; one 
cannot come to a clear decision on this point. 
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chap. v. 18). Taking into account the considerable 
size of Q, they are few in number and of slight im- 
portance. Yet, on the other hand, they are numerous 
enough to exclude the hypothesis that St. Luke did 
not follow a source common to himself and St. 
Matthew, but used the gospel of St. Matthew itself. 


As for the variants of St. Luke, they are eight to 
ten times as numerous as those of St. Matthew. As 
in the case of the former group (pp. 38 ff), so also 
here it can be clearly shown that these variants are 
almost exclusively of a stylistic character. The twelve 
categories of our former list are now increased by 
several others. The most important are the follow- 
ing :-— 

13. He introduces the imperfect, erases the hist. 
present, and makes a correct use of the participle, 
imperfect, and infinitive present and aorist. 

14. He substitutes the infinitive of the verb for a 
prepositional clause. 

1 Concerning vlod Sapaylov (chap. xxiii. 35), see my remarks on the 
passage itself. If the words were added by St. Matthew himself, 
the question arises as to which Zacharias he was thinking of. In 
spite of Wellhausen’s discussion of this question, the last word on 
the subject has not yet been said. The theory that it is the 
Zacharias who was slain in the Temple at Jerusalem in the year 67 
or 68 A.D. is, in my opinion, impossible; for though St. Matthew 
could well put a detailed prophecy into the mouth of our Lord, yet 
he could not have let him say: év époredvare. Since it follows from 
St, Luke that the saying in Q was not introduced as a word of the 
Lord, but as an utterance of the Sophia, this later Zacharias is 
absolutely excluded.—I do not wish here to go further into the 
question of the Lord’s Prayer. The address as it appears in St. 


Matthew suggests that the evangelist himself was the editor; but 
there are other reasons leading to a contrary opinion. 
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he who divorces his wife and marries another.—Into 
the beginning of the Lord’s Prayer (xi. 2—4) there 
is inserted a petition for the gift of the Holy Spirit 
(AGerw To dytov wvedua cou ed’ juas Kal kaBapiratoo 
4.a¢).—In the parable of the Two Houses (vi. 46—49), 
St. Luke has inserted the new thought that in build- 
ing everything depends upon the careful and laborious 
preparation of a proper foundation.—lIn chap. ix. 2 
he has set “ healing” side by side with the preaching 
of the approaching kingdom as an equally important 
function of the disciples.—In chap, xii. 3 he shows 
a disposition to guard against our Lord being repre- 
sented as an esoteric teacher; in the following verse 
he has introduced “of ido: wou” as a designation 
which our Lord had applied to His disciples, and in 
the same passage he has omitted the expression “ to 
kill the soul,” because it seemed to him—the Hellene 
—to be too paradoxical—In chap. x. 16 he does 
not suffer our Lord to speak of the “reception” of 
the apostles (into the house); for this, at the time 
of the writer, was no longer possible, but of 
« hearing” them.— Into the parable of the Lost 
Sheep (xv. 7), St. Luke has interpolated the trait of 
repentance, of which no mention was made in the 
text of the source (so also in xvii. 3, 4); in chap. 
xi. 52 he has substituted “gnosis” for the « king- 
dom”; in chap. xi. 42, tiv ayamyy rod Ocod. for 
€Aeos (and wiocris); in chap. xi. 49, “apostles” for 
«wise men and scribes”; and in chap. vi. 22 he 
has inserted évexev Tov viov Tot avOpoov. 
These, so far as I can see, are all the corrections 
which display a distinct bias in regard to subject- 
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verbally alike. Yet it is impossible to say anything 
at all definite concerning the homogeneity and extent 
of this source." The exemplar used by St. Matthew 
may have differed in this or that detail from the 
exemplar which lay before St. Luke—#it is even 
probable from the nature of such texts that this was 
so—but we have found no sure criteria by which we 
can clearly distinguish the separate exemplars so that 
we can with any propriety speak of Q' and Q*. Even 
the translation-variants, to which Wellhausen, Nestle, 
and others have drawn attention, are not so certain 
as they appear at first sight; always, or almost 
always, they admit of other explanations. Never- 
theless, I would not deny the possibility, and here 
and there even the probability, of such variants. 
That in many sentences the Aramaic original is dis- 
cernible under the veil of the Greek text, is a fact 
which does not require to be specially pointed out." 

1 Yet we may here remark that there is no basis for the 
hypothesis that the parts of the Sermon on the Mount, which are 
common to St. Matthew and St. Luke, are not dependent upon a 
common written source, but are derived from oral tradition. The 
situation here is not dissimilar to that of many other passages — 
ic. it is beyond measure probable that St. Luke had before him 
a written text (the same which St. Matthew has used) which he 
has edited in accordance with his own stylistic principles. 

2 The result to which our investigation has brought us agrees 
in all important points with the results obtained by Wernle. This 
scholar, while rejecting the hypothesis that St. Luke was dis- 
tinctly biassed in his reproduction of his sources, writes as follows 
(““Synopt. Frage,” s. 88):—"St. Luke had before him the dis- 
courses of the Logia-source in the primary form, not in a secondary 
edition. He himself, in spite of his conservative attitude, submitted 
this source to a threefold redaction: (1) he corrected it in accord- 
ance with his own Greek style ; (2) he arranged and furbished up 
the discourses so as to give them definite positions in the course 
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On the basis of the preceding investigations, I open 
the second chapter with a reconstruction of the text 
of Q. In not a few passages I am quite conscious 
of the hypothetical character of the text as it is 
printed. But without boldness it is impossible to 
make any advance in the solution of a problem such 
as this, and one must reckon with probabilities. 
However, I may claim no slight probability for 
the text I offer. But before we pass to the next 
chapter, I would add an appendix which is intended 
to justify my neglect of the sections, St. Matt. xxi. 32 
(St. Luke vii. 29, 30), St. Matt. xxii. 2-11 (St. Luke 
xiv. 16-23), and St. Matt. xxv. 14-30 (St. Luke 
xix. 12-27), in my attempt to ascertain the contents 
and the text of Q. 


of the narrative [this does not come out so clearly in the course 
of our investigations, because St. Luke’s introductions to the 
discourses have from the first been excluded from consideration] ; 
(3) he has edited them in accordance with the requirements of the 
times.” Wernle is also correct in his further remark (s. 185): 
‘© Almost everywhere St. Matthew has preserved a better text than 
St. Luke ;” yet he ought to have added that in St. Matthew there 
are to be found many alterations of the text of a very drastic 
nature—far more drastic than any St. Luke has allowed himself 
to make. 
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St. Matt. xxi. 32: BAGev 
dp “lwdvims mpds bpas év 
Peck kal ovk érur- 
scil. ot dpxcepeis Kak 

oi gies vrepot auT@ * ot de 
TeAwvat Kal mropvas erig- 
Tevray avr’ vpeis 6 iddvrTes 


St. Luke vii. 29, 30: Kai 
mwas OG Aads axovoas Kal ot 
TeAwvar edikaiwoay Tov Gedv, 
fexrirterres 7) Bdrrupa 
Twdvvov ° ot b¢ Papurator kal 
OL voptKol THY Bovhjy Tow 
Geov berry eis eavTous, py 


Barrurbevres Ur’ avrov. 


ovde perewedy yre Dorr epov 


ToU Tirrevoa auTe, 


St. Matthew introduces this passage among the dis- 
courses with the Jewish authorities (at the conclusion 
of the parable of the Two Sons) after the entry into 
Jerusalem; in St. Luke it occurs very much earlier, in 
connection with the long discourse concerning St. John 
(that it does not fit into the context either at the one 
place or the other can be easily shown, vide Wellhausen 
on both passages). But one cannot but entertain serious 
doubt as to whether the passage belongs to Q—indeed 
whether the two versions are directly dependent upon 
any single common source. They are certainly derived 
from a common tradition—viz. some saying of our Lord 
to the effect, “The publicans followed the preaching of 
John, while the leaders of the people rejected him.” 
But beyond this all is different. Moreover, both in 
St. Matthew and St. Luke there occur in these passages 
such strong traces of the characteristics of the respective 
evangelists, or such evident signs of dependence upon 
the context, that it is no longer possible to deduce from 
them the wording of the original tradition. “ Ot reA@vat kat’ 
ai répvat” in St, Matthew — from xxi. 81; “ dtxasorvvn” 
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But in contrast with these coincidences we find 
instances of great dissimilarity :— 

1. In St. Matthew the host is a king (God). 

2. The feast is a marriage-feast. 

8. The marriage feast is given in honour of the son 
(Christ). 

4. In St. Matthew several servants! are sent out with 
invitations, in St. Luke only one.* 

5. In St. Matthew the first invited are invited twice (the 
second time other servants are sent); in St. Luke, after the 
invitation of the poor, homeless, &c., since there is still 
room, the invitation is extended to the utterly destitute. 

6. In St. Matthew the second invitation to the first 
invited is amplified so as to attract them. 

7. In St. Matthew it is only shortly stated what the 
first invited did instead of responding to the invitation ; 
in St. Luke their excuses are given word for word (three 
cases are given in contrast to two in St. Matthew). 

8. St. Matthew relates that some of the invited ill- 
treated and slew the inviting servants; St. Luke knows 
nothing of this. 

9. St. Matthew relates that the king sent his armies 
against those murderers and destroyed them and burnt 
their city ;° St. Luke tells us nothing of this.4 

10. St. Matthew adds the story of the man without a 
wedding garment. 

1 The prophets are probably signified. I do not understand how 
Wellhausen has arrived at the conclusion that the apostles are meant, 

2 Perbaps our Lord Himself is signified ; but this interpretation 
is by no means certain. 

3 The text here is, of course, doubtful; perhaps we ought to 
read ‘‘ destroyed them and their cities.” 

4 Taking together these new traits in St. Matthew, it is clear 
that the evangelist has amalgamated a second parable (B) with the 
main parable(A). B tells us of a king against whom his subjects 
revolted in his absence, and who punished them with a terrible 
vengeance, This parable was allied to the parable of the Vineyard. 
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I am inclined to answer in the negative; for St. Matthew 
has upon no other occasion so freely edited or amalgamated 
with other material those sections which are derived 
from Q. We must therefore conjecture that either this 
section did not occur in Q, or that if it did, it had already 
received another form in Q before that source reached 
St. Matthew. In the first case, the section lies outside 
our sphere of investigation into the constitution of the 
text of Q; in the second case, it is difficult to determine 
whether we should claim for Q the Lukan text purified 
of its Lukan traits or the text of St. Matthew less those 
traits derived from the parable B. Hence we must 
disregard this section altogether. 


St. Matt. xxv, 14-80 (the parable of the Talents)— 
St. Luke xix. 12-27. 

Here the chief distinction between St. Matthew and 
St. Luke lies in the fact that St. Luke has amalgamated 
with the parable of the Talents (C) the afore-mentioned 
parable B (concerning the king taking vengeance upon 
his revolted subjects) which St. Matthew has combined 
with the parable (A) of the preceding section.1 A very 
perplexing case! The parable B could not preserve its 
separate existence, and has been incorporated into the 
parable of the Great Supper (A) by St. Matthew, and 
into the parable of the Talents (C) by St. Luke—in both 
eases bringing into its new context a disturbing and 
incongruous element. In St. Luke the parable B? is 
given in clearer detail than B* in St. Matthew, but its 
connection with the context is even poorer here than in 
the latter gospel. It is noteworthy that St. Matthew 
has amalgamated with A yet a third parable D (the 

1 B in St, Matthew is not quite identical with B in St. Luke, 


yet they are closely allied. We must therefore distinguish them 
as B! and B4, 
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moreover, is confirmed by a glance at a passage in 
St. Mark, Here we read (xiii. 34): ws dv@pwiros arodnpos 
(cf. St. Matthew verse 14: domep dv@pwros drodypuv, 
otherwise in St. Luke) adeis rv oixiav avrot nai dovs Trois 
SovAos avrov riv efoveiay (therefore not a test but the 
management of the whole household, as in St. Matthew ; 
otherwise in St. Luke), éxaerm rd epyov avrov (to each 
therefore according to his ability; so also in St. Matthew, 
otherwise in St. Luke). Thus St. Matthew, in contrast 
to St. Luke, agrees with St. Mark, who evidently knew 
of the parable which has been drastically edited by St. 
Luke. It does not, however, follow that the parable 
comes from Q, nor—if it comes from Q—that St. Matthew 
has handed it down to us in its original form. This is 
indeed improbable. In St. Mark to each servant is 
assigned his separate function in the household; this 
idea can indeed be still traced in St. Matthew (and in 
St. Luke), but it has been thrust into the background 
by ideas of another kind. The trafficking with money 
can have had no place in the forms of the parable with 
which St. Mark was acquainted; for he knows nothing 
at all of the distribution of money to the servants, 
Hence the common source of St. Matthew and St. Luke 
is secondary when compared with St. Mark (whether 
it was contained in Q we cannot tell). Its form has 
perhaps arisen from the combination of two parables 
(C?: the departing lord delivers his household to the 
eare of his servants; C*?: the departing lord gives his 
property to his servants that they may develop it). 





THE TEXT 129 


moNus €v Tois oupavois: obTws yap ediwkav TOUS xpo- 
grras Tous wpo Udy (p. 48). 


4. (Sr. Marr. v. 39, 40; Sr. Luxe vi. 29.) 


(89) “Oorts oe parier eis ryv [deftav] ctaydva [cov], 
arpeyov avT@ Kai THv GAyv, (40) cat Te BéAovri cor 
xpiOjvat Kat TOV xiT@va cou AaBeiv, aes avT@ Kal TO 


inarioy (p. 58). 


5. (Sr. Marr. v. 42; Sr. Luxe vi. 30.) 
(42) To atrovvti ce des, xat rov OéXovra amo cou 


davicacOa un atoorpadys (p. 58). 


6. (Sr. Mart. v. 44-48; Sr. Luxe vi. 27, 28, 35°, 
82, 33, 36.) 

(44) "Eya Neyo ipivr ayarare tovs éxOpovs ipiv 
Kal mpocevyerOe uTEp TaV OuoKdvTwy iuas, (45) Saws 
yerncOe viot Tov warpos umav, Ste Tov ‘Atov avrou 
9 9 4 4 4 9 4 A o 9 A 
avaréANe ért wompous Kat ayabous [kat Bpexer emi 
dixatous Kai adixous]. (46) éav yap ayamijonre Tous 
dyaravras upas, Tiva pucOov exere; ovxi Kal of 
TeA@val TO avTO Totovow; (47) Kal eav aowaonabe 
Tous adeAous Uuwy MOvOV, TL Fepiscov ToleiTE; OvyI 

a e ? 4 4 9 SN ~ wv a 9 , 
Kat of eOvixoi To avToO Totovew; (48) Ererbe ovv oixTip- 
poves [? eAexpoves ?] ws 6 warnp Umay oixTippov [? eAqz- 
pucoy ?] exriv (p. 59). 


7. (St. Marr. vii. 12; Sr. Luxe vi. $1.) 


(12) Ilavra doa éeav OédAnre va roiwmow vpiv ot 
GvOpwrot, otrws Kat umeis woieire avrois (p. 9). 
I 
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8. (Sr. Marr. vii. 1-5; Sr. Luxe vi. 37, 38, 41, 42.) 

(1) My xpivere, va ui xpibijre, (2) ev 6 yap kpiuart 
kpivere KptOjocecQe, cai év @ méTpH pmeTpErTe MeTPY- 
Gjoerat vuiv. (8) ti de Br€wes TO Kappos TO ev TH 
dpParuw Tov adeAov cov, Thy dé ev TH oO dPOamp 
Soxov od Karavoeis; (4) ) mwas eEpets THY AdEAPH cov- 
aes exBadw TO xaphos ex Tov opOadpou cov, Kal 7 
doxos ev Tw dPOarcu@ cov; (5) vroxprra, &Bare 
mperov ex tot oOaduod cov THv doxdv, Kal ToTE 
diaBrEWvets exBaXeiv TO kapos €x Tov opOaArou Tou 
ade\ou cov (p. 8). 


9. (Sr. Marr. xv. 14; Sr. Luxe vi. 39.) 
(14) Tupdos rupAcv €av ddyyp, aucdrepar eis 


BoOuvoy wecovvra (p. 28). 


10. (Sr. Marr. x. 24, 25; Sr. Luxe vi. 40.) 

(24) Ov éorw pabyris iwep rov didacxadov ovde 
dovAos Urép Tov KUptov avTov. (25) apxerov Te 
pabytn wa yévyrar ws 6 didacxados avrov, Kal 6 
dovAos ws O KUptos auTou (p. 79). 


11. (Sr. Marr. vii, 16-18; xii, 33; Sr. Luxe 
vi. 43, 44.) 

(33) "Ex rov xaprot ro dévdpov yweokerat. arjrt 
guAAéyourw ard axavOav aracvAas 7 amo TpyBorwy 
coxa; (17) otrws wav dévdpov ayalov Kaprov KaAdov 
mot, TO de campoy dévdpov Kaprov Trovypoy trove’. 
(18) ot divara dévdpov ayabov Kxaprov ovnpoy 
éverykeiv olde dévdpov wampov Kaprov Kadov 7oteiv 
(p. 68). 
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kat GAA" _&pXov, Kal epxerat, kat Tw doury jou" 
Toinrov TOUTO, kat wove. (10) axovcas de 6 'Incois 
eOavpacey Kai elev Toig axoX ovBodow" [auyv] Aeyw 
ymiv, oude ev Tw ‘Topamr Torauryy ior edpov. ro) 
kat elrev o ‘Inocovs Tw éxaTovrd pxn [traye], ws 
éxisrevoas yevnOijrw ool. Kal dy 6 ais ev Ty Opa 
exeivn] (pp. 71, 74). 


14. (Sr. Marr. xi. 2-11; Sr, Luxe vii. 18-28.) 


(2) ‘O de "Iwavyns axovcas ev T? dermarnpicn Ta 
epya Tov Xpicrod, méunvas dua Tov padhrrav auTOU 
eirev ait@ (3) od ef 0 epyduevos hy Erepov rpocdo- 
kouev; (4) Kat amroxpeis elev avrois" ropevOevres 
amaryyelhare "Twavvy a axoveTe Kal Brérere, (5) 
Tuprot avaBherovew Kat Xwhoi Tepirarovoty, Aem pot 
kaBapiCovrat Kat Kwpot d axovoucw, Kal eK pot eyeipovrat 
Kal mrwxol edaryyeNiCovrat’ (6) cai paxapids eT Os 
dy ayn oxavdadicOy ev euot. (7) ToUTW de Tropevo- 
peveov iptaro Aéyety Tois OxAos epi ‘Ilwavvov- vi 
ebiOare eis THY Epyuov GearacOa; Kadamov v0 
ave mov Taevopevov; (8) adda zi cE Bare ideiy; 
avOpwrov ev paXaxois eucprer mevor; idov of Ta padana 
opourres év Tois oils THY Baciiéwy, (9) aAAa ti 
eb Bare; mpopiyrny iSeiv; val Aeyw univ, Kat epi 
TOTEpOV mpoprrou. (10) odros 8 eoTly mept ob yeypam- 
Tat" idod ¢ eyo imoor edhe Tov ayyedov Lou 7 po 
Tpocwmou vov, O¢ KaTacKeVaceL THY Oddy cov 
eum poo Bev Tov. (1) [aury] Aéyw vuiv, ovK eyinyep- 
Tal ev yevunrois yuvauxéiy peiCov 'Twdvvou [rot BSarric- 
rou]: 6 de palate ev TH BaciXcig Tov Oeot meiCov 

4). 


avrov ertw (pp. 90, 1 
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27. (Sr. Marr. vi. 9-13; Sr. Luxe xi. 2-4.) 

[(9) Tlarep, (11) Tov dprov stay TOV emtovcioy dos 
muiv oIMmEpoV, (12) Kai apes Hiv TO operdijpara 7 meV, 
as Kal “pels adicapey Tos operderais nucov, (13) Kat 
Mn elreveyKys hmas ets Teiparpor. | (p. 63). 


28. (Sr. Marr. vii. 7-11; Sr. Luxe xi. 9-13.) 


(7) Alreire, Kat  doPijoeras v Upeiv" Cureire, Kat i elpijoere® 
Kpovere kai avouyirerat upiv. (8) was yap 6 aitav 
AauBave, cal o Giray evpioxet, kal Tw Kpovoyre avot- 
yicerat. (9) 1 Tis err e& umav dvOpwros, & Ov aitijcet 
6 vids avTou apror, an AiBov emidaioel aire; (10) ) 
Kai ixOuv airijoret, wy dw éemddre adt@; (11) ef ody 
upels Tovnpol ovres o1dare [dcuara ] ayaba OtWovat Tois 
TEKVOIS UMGV, TOTW MaAAov 6 TaTHp O eF oUpavod dara 
ayaa rots airovcw avrov; (p. 8). 


29. (Sr. Marr. xii. 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 43-45 ; 
Sr. Luxe xi. 14, 17, 19, 20, 23-26.) 


AC) [eOepamevoer] SaxmoneCopevov Kopov, [dere] 
Tov xwcov Aaeiv, (3) kat [eticravro] [mavres] ot 
GxAoe . « « (25) raca Baorheia pepta Being ed’ éavray 
épnuovrat . . (27) kat et eyo ev BeedCeBovr 
&x Badr Ta Janda, oi viot Udy ev Tivt exBadAovow ; 
dia Trolro avrot Kperal érovrat Umi" (28) et de ev 
mvevware Geot eryw éxBadhoo Ta daimovia, a dpa epbacev 
ep upas " Bacieta Tov Oeov. . . . (30) omy Ov per’ 
éuou car €“ou eori, Kal o py pele per’ enou 
oxopmica , . . (43) Srav TO axaQaprov mvetua 


e£eAOy aro Tov avOpwrov, dépyera dt avidpwv Torey 
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capa cov purewvoy éorat" (23) €a de oO 6 opbaduds 
cov mrovnpos nh, dAov TO oad cou oKoTeLWoV cardi. el 
ody TO Pas TO ev Gol aKOTOS érTiV, TO TKOTOS TOTOY ; 


(p- 4). 


33. (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 4, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-86 ; 
Sr. Luxe xi. 46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 47-52.) 


(4) [Perhaps a « Woe "] Acouevovow opria 

Kat emiTiPeacwy eri TOUS amous TOV avO pray, 

kat quTot Tw daxTUA@ avTay ov BeAovew Kuyjoa 
aura, 

(13) ovat vuiv roig Papioaios, Ste Krelere THv 
BaciAeiay Tov Oeou eum poo bev TeV avOpameov* umes 
yap ox eicépyere ovde Tovs eizepyouevous adiere 
eireA Ger, 

(23) oval viv ois Papicaiors, Ort amodexarovre 
70 HovoT oY Kal ‘TO amBov Kal TO Kduuvoy, Kai adijxare 
Ta Bapirepa Tod vouov, THY Kplow Kal TO éXeos, 

(25) [Perhaps a * Woe”) [ov] upels of Papiwaio, 
kaBapiere TO €EwOev Tov mornptou Kat Tis mapovLidos, 
Erwlev dé yéuovow éF apwaryiis Kal axpacias. 

(St. Luke xi. 44) oval vpiv, Gre eore ws of radar 
of adyAot, Kai of avOpwroa of TeprrarovvTes éravw 
ovK oacty, 


[(St. Matthew 27) ovat viv Tois PDapicaiors, Ore 
mapomoraCere Tacos KeKoviapevors, olrwes eCwbev me 
palvovra epaiot, cxwiev de yemoucw doTéwy vexpay 
Kat masons axaapcias.] 


(29-32) obai upiv, Sri otkodouecire Tovs Tadous Tar 
mpopyray (30) cai Néyere* ef HucOa ev Tais HE pas 
TOV TaTepwv nudv, ovK dy HueOa avTay KolWwwvol ev 
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34°. (Sr. Marr. xii. 32; Sr. Luxe xii. 10.) 


(32) cal Os éav etry AOyov kara TOU viov Tov 
avOpwrov, apeOjrerar avtm- bs 0° ay etry Kata Tov 
mvevaros TOU aylov, olK abeOjrera airy (p. 21). 

36. (St. Marr. vi. 25-33; Sr. Luxe xii. 22-31.) 

(2%) Aiwa rotro Aeyoo | piv, wy Meptuvare Th Wuxn 
a a payrre, pnde TO THMATL VuoY Ti evdvorna Oe 

i a » wAEciov exTiv Tis TpOPrs kal TO coma 
TOU evdiuaros ; ; (26) euBrerpare eig ToUs Kopaxas [Ta 
Werelwa TOU ovpavou uP]; or ou omeipour ovde Oepi- 
Covet oude ouraryourw els amoOnjKas, kat 6 eds Teper 
avrous” aux upeis uaAXov diacbépere avr oy ; (27) tis de 
e& 0 Uméy Mepynvioy dvvarat m poo Geivat eT Thy Auciav 
avTou mixuv Eva ; (28) Kal mepl i évdUuaros Th MEpyLVaTe ; 
karapabere Ta Kpiva Tas avEdvovew: ov KoTLOCW oude 
njBoverw * (29) dey dé Umi, [67] oude Zohomwy € ev 
mary 7H S0ku avrou mepieBarero & ws év ToUTwy. (30) 
el dé €v ayp@ Tov Xeprov o7mepov OvTa Kai avptov eis 
KAiBavoy Baddcpevov 6 Qeos ovTws audievwvery, ou 
TWOAAP faAdov Umas, OAvyomiorot; (31) wy oty pepim- 
vjonre Aeyovress Th Haywuev; H Ti wiwmev; 4 Th 
mepPardoueda ; (82) ravra yap TavTa Ta €Om [Tov 
Koo pov} emiCarovowy ‘ oldev yap 6 TaTnp Umov drt 
xpugere TOUTWY aravrwv. (33) Crreire de THy Bact- 
Aslav avrov, Kai TavTa wavta rporrePyceTa vpiv 
(p. 4). 

36. (St. Mart. vi. 19-21; Sr. Luxe xii. 33, 34.) 


(19) Mn _Oneaupicere ¥ vpiv On avpous én THS Yi, 
oToU ong ral i Boao apanCer, at Grou kherrat copie 
govew Kat KAéwrovow: (20) OncavpiCere Jé duiv 
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89. (Sr. Marr. v. 25, 26; Sr. Luxe xii, 58, 59.) 


(25) "Io evvodv re avridixw cou Tayi Ews Srov ef 
per’ avrod év Ty O0@* wy wOTE Ge Tapad~ O avTidiKos 
Tw KplTy Kal O KpiTNS TH vanpeTn, Kal eis pvdAaxhy 
PrnPijon* (26) [aunv] Aeyw cot, ov ay eEEAOys exci ev, 
ews dv arodws Tov érxaTov KodpavTny (p. 54). 


40. (Sr. Marr. xiii. 31-33; Sr. Luxe xiii. 18-21.) 

(33) [kat wadw efzev'] Tin dpowsow tHv Bacirciar 
Tov Geo; opoia exriv Cumuy, tv AaBovoa yun everpuver 
eis GNevpov cara Tpia, tws oF eCuuwOy Srov. This 
was most probably preceded by: trim omoia éeoriv 7 
Bacircia Tov Ocod, kat Tin Omoweow alr; dmola err 
Kock cwarews, bv AaBav avOpwros erwepev ev TH 
aypp avTov, Kat nugnoev Kat yiverat (eis) devdpov Kal 
Ta TerTewa TOU oUpavod KaTacKyvoi ev Tois KAadoL 


avrou (p. 26). 


41. (Sr. Mart. vii. 13, 14; Sr. Luxe xiii. 24.) 
(13) EicéXOare dia tis orevijg ruAns’ GTt TAaTELa 
[7 mA | Kat eupvxmpos 7) 600s ) amayouoa eis THY 
amweav, Kat woAAol etow of eicepyomevor OU avTis. 
(14) Ore orevy 4 wUAN Kat TeOAymevn 9 Od0s 4 
arayoura eis Tyv Cwnv, Kat GAiyo ici Of evpic- 
kovres avtny (p. 67). 


42. (Sr. Marr. viii. 11, 12; Sr. Luxe xiii. 28, 29.) 

(11) Adyw vmiv, Ste aro avaToAdy Kat duvopav 
Heovew Kat avaxNOjoovra wera ’ABpaau xat "Iraax 
cat laxwB év ty BaciAela tov Oeov- (12) of de viol tis 
Bacirelas e&ehevcovrat | exBAnOjrovrat] ew" exet Errat 
0 KAavOmos Kat 6 Bpvyuos Tav dddvrwr (p. 77). 
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éveryKovTa evvea emt ra Opn Kat mopevOels NTEeL TO 
mavepevov ; (18) Kat e€ay yeas evpeiv auro, [oun] 
eyo vmiv, ore Xaéper ex’ avT@ uaddov h eri Tois évevij- 
KovTa evvea Tois wy TeTAavyuEvors (p. 91). 


49. (Sr. Marr. vi. 24; Sr. Luxe xvi. 13.) 

(24) Ovders Sivarau duct kupiows dovdeverv® iy yap ‘rov 
eva paoijoret Kal TOV eTepov ayamjcet, h evos avOeFerat 
Kal TOU éTépou karappovyre* ov duvare Gem dovAcvew 
kai manwva (p. 4). 


50. (Sr. Marr. xi. 12, 13; Sr. Luxe xvi. 16.) 


(3) Oi mpopirat Kal oO vO 140s ews ’Iwavvov' amo 
TOTE Ewes dpr 7 Baciela rou O@eou Bialerat, Kai 
Braorai dpmdCovew auryy [vel : ‘Amro rio me piov 


"Iwavvou Ews xTA. Tavres yap of rpopirat Kai 6 
vouos Ewe ’lwavvov erpodyreveay] (p. 15). 


51. (Sr. Marr. v. 18; Sr. Luxe xvi. 17.) 


(8) [Ayn eyo Univ}, Es ews dv maperOy 6 6 ovpavos 
Kal 7 (Yi, tara lara év } pla Kepala ov wy mapéAOn aro 
Tov vouou (p. 53). 


52. (Sr. Marr. v. 32; Sr. Luxe xvi. 18.) 

(32) [Eyw A€-yw duiv'] was 6 aroAvwy Thy yuvaira 
avrov rove: avray moyevOjvat, Kal bs éav amoAcAuKerny 
yauion, morxarat (p. 54). 

63. (Sr. Marr. xviii. '7; Sr. Luxe xvii. 1.) 


(7) ’Avayxn eAOciv ta cxavdara, mA oval Te 
avOpwre, du’ 05 TO cxavdadov Epxerat (p. 28). 
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mapepyerbar, 51|rporevyerOu,6 |ovddeyew, 11 

(bis) mpookorrew, 2,12 |ovvayew, 1, 29, 35, 
wapopod(ewv, 33  |mpooxuveiv, 2 (bis) | 56 
repisaddew,35 (bis) | rporrirrav, 12 brayew (13 
wepirareiv, 14, 33 |rpoorievar, 35 |iwdpyew (Partic.), 
mpocdoxav, 14, 37 (bis) 37 
mporépxer Oat, 13 | rpordwveiv, 15 brobexvivat, 1, 121 

The numerical ratio of simple to compound verbs 
is of interest. They stand in the ratio of 100: 50— 
very nearly the same as that which holds in the 
Gospel of St. John and the Epistle of St. James.?- In 
the Epistle of St. John the ratio of simple to com- 
pound verbs is actually 100: 18; in the first Epistle 
of Peter, on the other hand, as 100:63; in the 
Epistle of St. Jude as 100 : 78, and in the Epistle to 
the Ephesians as 100:'79. St. Luke has about 66 per 
cent. more compounds than St, Matthew, in which 
gospel the ratio is almost exactly the same as that in 
St. Mark. The relatively small number of compound 
verbs in Q (especially if one takes the total number of 
occurrences: 475 of simple verbs to 168 of compound) 
may be advanced as evidence of near relationship of 
this source to the Semitic.* The compounds are almost 

1 Of these eighty-two compound verbs, twenty-four are not found 
elsewhere in St. Matthew, namely: duqueryivat, dvdyer@a:, dvréyer- 
Gat, dwodexaroir, dirroudecerOat, diaSdérew, Siaxabaplfev, duépyerPac, 
Guwpiccer, eloépyerfar, exweipdger, ekiwrdvar, eyxpiwrrew, émididdvas, 
xarapavOdvew, xaravociv, karacKxevdfew, wapomodfer, rpordoxdr, wpor- 
xérrew, wporrlrrew, rporrilévar, rporderely, trodeccvivat. 

* In St. John there are about 209 simple verbs to 100 compound ; 
in St. James, 126 simple to 64 compound. In &t. John, however, 
it must be observed that a particular simple verb occurs much 
more frequently than a particular compound verb. 

* The rare use of compound verbs in St. John admits of a similar 
explanation; though here a conscious literary purpose must also be 
taken into account, 
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LYOOKEL, ypape, déxerOau, Sidovat, OuoKELY, OOKELY; 
vag Gat, eyyiCew, Evel pew, et7reiy, epxerOau, er Glew, 
evpirxew, &xetv, Crreiv, fixes Bédeuv, Oeparrevery, tdeiv, 
KabapiCery, Knpiooety, kpivety, Kpumrew, AauSavew, 
Aeyews olda, oixodopeiys OMmotovr, ively, mirrew [mo- 
reve], Toeiv, wopeerOar, aretpew, TiOévat, wr-our, 
paiverBar, xaipev); none of these (except perhaps 
éyeipew in 1, 14, 30, the redundant adpyer@Oa: in [1] 
14, 37, axoXovOeiy, aorater Bats BadAew and doxeiv) 
is characteristic. ‘That our sixty sections form an 
homogeneous whole does not therefore admit of 
stringent proof based upon an investigation of the 
character of the verbs both simple and compound. 


(2) SupsTaNTIVEs AND ADJECTIVES 

What has been said of the verbs also holds good 
for the substantives and adjectives: these also scarcely 
form a basis for the conclusion that the sections are 
homogeneous. Remarkable words and phrases are 
exceedingly rare, and these as a rule occur each only 
once. Yet attention may perhaps be drawn to the 
following: [lacas ras BaotXetas Tov xocpov Kat Thy 
dogav abray (2) and Dodouwv ev racy Ty J0En avrou 
(35); ras BaciXelias tou xéopov (2) and ra ¢Ovy Tov 
xocpov (35); “loaf” and “stone” in 2 and 28; azoOyxy 
in 1 and 35; avaroAy# and dvepoi in 42 and 56; the 
frequent occurrence of the word Baotreia; the use 
of yeved in 15, 30, 33, of de vd pov i in 1, 11, and 40, of 
dovdos i in 10 and 37, of » Epnuos in 2, 14, and 56, of o 
épxouevos in 1, 14, and 43, of Iopayr i in 13 and 59, 
of xAewrns (together with diopiccew) in 36 and 37, of 
ot dxAot in (1) 14 and 29, of TEepirorov in 6 and 14, 
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oAvyérurros, 6, 85 
évopa., 43 


opos, 2, 48, 55 
érréov, 33 
ovpavol, 3, 36 
ovpavos, 17, 23, 25, 
28 (35), 40, 51 
ots, 26, 34° 
opechéerys, 27 
ogeiAnpa, 27 
opbarpds, 8 (sex), | 7 
26, 82 (ter) 
opis, 28 
8xAou, 1 (3), 14, 29 
mathiov, 15 
wais, 13 (ter vel bis) 
mapadutiKos, 0, 13 
mapovgia, 56 (ter) 
rapowpis, 33 
rat7p, 1, 6 (bis), 12, 
17, 25 (quater), 
27, 28, 33 (bis), 
85, 38 (45) 
mwewvwvres, ol, 8 
meipacwv, 0, 2 
metparpos, 27 
mevOepa, 38 
mwevlouvres, ol, 3 
wepata, Ta, 30 
mwepuroov, To, 6, 14 
mepixwpos, 7, 1 
merewa, Ta, 17 (35), 
40) 


TET pay 12 (bis) 
20 
THXVS, 35 


riots, 13, 55 
mrAareia, 22 
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: eéhes, 22 (quater) 


Tovypoi, oi, 6 
Tovnpor, Td, 8 


wotapos, 12 (bis) 


TworHpiov, 33 
mous, 2, 22 
mpéBarov, 19, 48 
T ov, 14 
s 3 14 
(bis), 26, 33 (ter), 


TTWOs, 0, 38, 14 
mvAn, 41 (bis vel 


warorv, 40 


onpetov, 30 (quinq.) 
) 


ons, 36 (bis 
riyor, 4, 
2Wwv, 23 (bis) 
civamt, 40, 55 


Tropes, 0, 85, 33 
aTodds, 23 
oraupos, 46 
arapvaAn, 11 


oreyy; 13 


otpaTtuiTys, 138 
atpovdiov, 34* (bis) 


govxov, 11 
‘auvdovios, 37 


cwpa, $2 (ter), 344 
(bis), 35 (bis) 

Tapeiov, 56 

rdpos, 33 (ter) 

texvov, 1, 15, 28, 


Bacthelas, 


vids, 6, 29, 33 (45) 

ulds T. 'évOpd pwrov, 15, 
17, 30 (34%), 34 
(37), 56 (ter) 

esi 7. Geov, 2 (bis), 


dee Ta, 87 
barnpérys, 39 
vrodnpa, 1, 20 


Fes pe 30 (bis), | vroxperns, 8, 37 
 padyos, 15 
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particle re is never found, nor in consequence Te... 
cai, while they occur both in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke. Oddé occurs about ten times, ovre . . . ovTe 
once (36), unde once (35), wajre . . . payre once (15), 
once also the interrogative pjt: (11), ov mj thrice 
(39, 43, 51), 4 . . - % once (49). 

Temporal clauses with ws are entirely absent ;' in 
their place we have simple participial clauses; the 
genitive absolute is found only once (14), not in a 
saying of our Lord but in a descriptive passage 
(rovrwy opevouevwy). Participial constructions, 
both with a temporal significance and as a substitute 
for relative clauses, are extraordinarily frequent— 
moreoyer, several participles (co-ordinated or sub- 
ordinated) are found in conjunction. However, the 
construction of etva: with the participle, so common 
with St. Luke, is very rare; I have only found it 
in section 56. 

far as I see, the accusative with infinitive occurs 
only once (53). 

Final clauses are often expressed by the simple 
infinitive (vide, 2, 14 [ter], 37 [here with the genitive 
of the article], 38 [ter], 47); iva and Grws are not 
frequent. The former is only found in the following 


combinations: etre Wa of MOa aprot yévwvra (2), 


1 Qs throughout=*' just as,” wide 6, 10 (13), 27 (ws «al), 33, 35, 56; 
of. orep in 30 and 56 [bi3]; «a@us is wanting. “Ov rpérov is found 
once (43). Olrws is used in the apodosis, vide 7 (wdera dca dip 
Oé\nre . . . obrws woletre), 30, 56 [ter] in the connection dorep 
(ws) ... ovrws, also in the principal sentence in 3, 11, 37.—Ocrts 
is also found a few times (4, 12 [bis], 33, 34 [bis], 44 [bis]).—"Orov 
also occurs a few times (also in the sense of whither”), vide 17, 
36, 56 (followed by éxet in 36 and 66; éxe? also occurs in 55). 
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boa éay Oédnre % iva Towa viv of a0 pwrot (7), 

mn my xpivere wa an kpOnre (8), dpKerov Te pany 
iva yevnrat ws 6 diwWarxados (10), ov eit ixavos tva 
mou uO THY oTéyny eiaéAOns (13; but in section 1 
ixavds is combined with the infinitive). The third 
passage alone answers to the classical use, “Ows 
occurs only three times (6: drws yerna be viol 
TOU Tar poss 18: dexOnre Tov kupiov Saws éxBadry 
epyarass 33: Saws éOn ep’ upas wav aiua), My, 
in the sense of “ne,” is found only in a quotation 
from the LXX (2) and in section 39 (and, moreover, 
in both cases in the combination jj rore).’ 

Clauses introduced by 67: (in the sense of “ that,” 
“for,” and “ because”) are frequent; they are found 
about thirty-three times, and present no remarkable 
feature. “Qore, in the sense of “itaque,” is found 
once (33); on the other hand, ware consecutive is 
probably altogether wanting, for its occurrence in 
section 29 is doubtful. The various constructions with 
yivouat, which are so usual in St. Luke and are also 
This is of importance. A redundant yiverOa: occurs 
only once (48: éay yévyrat evpeiy), 

One characteristic of these sections is the copious 
use that is made of interrogative sentences * (with or 
without interrogative particles)*; cf 1, 6, 8, 11 (12), 

1 Otherwise the use of particles presents no point of special 
interest. We find a\Ad (12, 13, 14 [dis], 31, 38, 54; here the use 
in 14 is alone noteworthy), duj (14, 26, 33, 37, 39, 48), dpa (29, 37), 
Hon (1), val (14, 25), voy (33), &e. 


2 The frequent use of the future with a significance of continuity 
is also to be noticed. 
8 Vide ws, 8, 35; wéow paddov, 28; ob wodAg maAdor, 36 [waddor 
also again in 34%, 35, 48]; woodwis, 43, 54; 4, 28, 35, &e. 
L 


162 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


14, 15 (17), 23, 28, 29, 32, 34°, 35, 37, 38, 40 (43), 
47, 48, 54. These interrogative sentences give the 
discourses a certain individuality, to which the not 
unfrequent employment of parataxis and of parallelis- 
mus membrorum lends a further distinctive trait. Nota 
few of the sayings are conceived in this simple artistic 
form. Taken together, the stylistic expedients which 
are employed impress upon the sayings a stamp of 
homogeneity. Use is not often made of the historic 
present (vide 2, 13, 17, 18, 40, 55). The imperfect 
is practically never found (yet see 29, 30); the opta- 
tive is absolutely wanting. The frequent use of the 
redundant personal pronoun and of the superfluous 
avrés in its oblique cases (more than 100 times) is 
characteristic. Both traits are Semitic. Lastly, we 
might adduce a by no means small number of un- 
classical constructions occurring in the majority of 
the sections, some of which may likewise be due to 
the influence of Semitic idiom, such as those we have 
already noticed above in the case of ta, but to 
mention them in detail would lead us too far (vide 
eire Aoryw and similar phrases). 

All these characteristics taken together, and espe- 
cially the negative characteristics, give to the sections, 
or at least to the great majority of them, a certain 
individuality, and distinguish them from the style 
of St. Mark, of St. Matthew, and of St. Luke. We 
cannot give a convincing proof of their unity from 
the results of investigation into their vocabulary and 
style; and yet—especially if it is considered how diffe- 
rent and various is the content of these sections— 
it must be acknowledged that there is in them a 
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certain unity of grammatical and stylistic character 
and colouring. 


IIl].—Tue Format CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
SUBJECT-MATTER 


The sixty sections (34 is a double section) which 
we have obtained as the result of our analysis con- 
sist of seven narratives, eleven (twelve) parables (and 
similes), thirteen groups of sayings, and twenty-nine 
single sayings of smaller or greater length. 

The seven narratives comprise the Temptation 
story (2), the narrative concerning the centurion at 
Capernaum (13), the question sent by St. John from 
his prison and the answer of our Lord (14), the story 
of one who declared himself ready to follow Jesus, 
and of one who desired first to bury his father (17), 
the cure of a demoniac and the Beelzebub controversy 
(29), the demand for a sign, together with our Lord's 
answer (30), and the question how one ought 
to forgive, together with our Lord’s command (54). 
There are thus only two stories of miracles (and these 
miracles of healing) in Q—one a very notable miracle, 
a cure wrought at a distance. The introduction to 
some of these stories may have been longer in Q, but 
we have no means of settling this point. Nor can 
we at once discover any motive for the choice of just 
these seven stories; they have nothing in common 
with one another. It is important that (in 23) the 
towns Chorazin, Bethsaida, and especially Capernaum, 
appear as the chief scenes of our Lord’s ministry 
(concerning Jerusalem in 43 vide infra). An equally 
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important point is the strong emphasis laid upon the 
significance of St. John the Baptist. The discourse 
concerning him, which was suggested by his doubting 
question and which is continued in 15, is preceded by 
an account of his preaching of a baptism of repent- 
ance (1), and is followed by the testimony (50) that 
with him closes the epoch of the Law and the 
Prophets. No mention is made of the disciples of 
our Lord in these stories. 

Q includes the following parables and similitudes: 
the Blind leaders of the blind (9), the Good and 
corrupt tree (11), the House on the rock and on 
the sand (12), the Querulous children at play (15), 
the Sheep and the wolves (19), the Light under the 
bushel (31), the Thief by night and the Faithful and 
unfaithful steward (37), Concerning the correct 
behaviour to the adversary (39), the Leaven and the 
Mustard seed (40), the Strait gate and the narrow 
way (41), the Lost sheep (48). Eight of these 
parables have an individual address without any 
closer definition—only two refer to the Kingdom of 
God, one to the present generation (15), and one to 
the disciples (19). This preponderance of the indi- 
vidual address is noteworthy, and it is also noteworthy 
that the two parables concerning the Kingdom of 
God are not eschatological, and are closely connected 
together (vide infra). The parables in sections 12, 
87, 39 (41) close with an outlook towards the 
end. Without anticipating a closer critical exami- 
nation, a cursory glance suffices to inform us that 
the parables bear the impress of genuineness in a 
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The thirteen collections of sayings (discourses) * 
may be grouped in regard to subject-matter as fol- 
lows: The discourse of the Baptist, together with 
the reference to the Coming One (1); the Beati- 
tudes (3); Love for enemies (6); against Judging, 
mote and beam (8); the Lord’s Prayer and the 
power of Prayer (27, 28); Fear not, be not anxious, 
lay not up treasure (34, 35, 36); The great thanks- 
giving to the Father (25); The great denunciation 
of the scribes and Pharisees (33); Not peace but a 
sword (88); False Messiahs, the Parousia of the 
Son of Man (56).—In judging of Q it is specially 
important to note that this source also contains a 
sermon of the Baptist, and further, that formal 
teaching concerning the better righteousness, and 
that exact directions concerning prayer, fasting, and 
almsgiving, are wanting, although an ethical code is 
imparted in sections 3, 6, 8, 27, 28, 34*, 35, 36. In 
the discourses concerning our Lord’s relationship to the 
Father, concerning His attitude towards the scribes and 
Pharisees and towards the world, and in the discourse 
concerning the Parousia, the most important relation- 
ships ad extra are dealt with, except the relationship 
to the Baptist, which has been explained in the narra- 
tive section 14 (and also beforehand in section 1). 

The twenty-nine shorter or longer sayings are less 
varied in content, as appears at the first glance; 
many of them may be regarded with more or less 
probability as parts of discourses in Q, the restora- 
tion of which must however remain problematical; in 

1 Besides these, it is very probable that sections 16 and 18-24 
belong to one discourse. 
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the case of others, it is possible at once to recognise 
that they are either related to one another or depend 
upon the larger groups of sayings. Nine of the 
sayings in subject-matter, and perhaps also in form, 
belong to the ethical code—namely, sections 4 (The 
blow upon the cheek, non-resistance when the coat 
is taken away), 5 (Give to him that asketh), 7 (‘The 
Golden Rule), 32 (The light of the body is the eye), 
44 (He that exalteth himself), 49 (No man can serve 
two masters), 57 (He that findeth his life), 58 (Who- 
soever hath to him shall be given), 52 (Against 
divorce).—Fifteen sayings belong together as special 
directions and promises to the disciples—namely, 10 
(The disciple is not above his master), 16 (Proclaim 
that the Kingdom of God is at hand), 18 (The 
harvest is great, the labourers few), 19 (I send you 
forth as sheep), 20, 21 (Conduct of the mission from 
house to house), 22, 23 (The mission in the cities, 
sayings concerning the Galilean cities), 24 (He that 
receiveth you receiveth me), 26 (Blessed are your eyes 
and your ears), 55 (The faith which removes moun- 
tains), 45 (He that loveth father or mother), 46 (‘The 
bearing of the Cross), 47 (Ye are the salt of the 
earth), 59 (Ye will sit upon twelve thrones). Of the 
still remaining sayings, section 50 (The Law and the 
Prophets until John) connects with the narrative of 
section 14; the saying concerning Jerusalem (43), as 
well as the saying that the children of the kingdom 
would be cast out while the Gentiles would enter in 
(42), in their purport belong together, and can be 
connected with the Great Denunciation (33), Quite 
by themselves stand the sayings concerning the Son 
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of Man and the Holy Spirit (34°), concerning offences 
(53) and the permanence of the Law (51). 

The first impression that one receives when one 
surveys the content of Q is twofold. For the most 
part, the subject-matter seems to fall asunder into 
disconnected parts, and this impression cannot be 
quite overcome; but as soon as one calls to mind the 
content of the three gospels and compares Q with it, 
then Q appears to be undoubtedly more homogeneous than 
any of the three, What varied material stands in 
peaceful juxtaposition in St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
and even in St. Mark! Even if one neglects the 
stories of the Infancy, what a multitude of varied 
interests, indeed of discrepancies, cross one another in 
those gospels! Who would ever have believed that 
all that St. Matthew or St. Luke or St. Mark nar- 
rate stood in one book, if in each case the book 
itself had not been handed down to us as a single 
complete whole? Compared with these gospels, the 
content which we have assigned to Q is simply 
homogeneous, Here a great number of points of view 
and tendencies which prevail in those gospels are 
absolutely wanting. 

It is characteristic of St. Mark that he emphasises 
the supernatural in our Lord, the Son of God; of 
St. Matthew, that he treats a great part of the 
gospel material from the point of view of the primi- 
tive community, giving to his whole narrative a 
Jewish and yet anti-Judaistic tone in the interests of 
apologetics; and of St. Luke, that with the large- 
heartedness of a Greek he thrusts those traits, which 
display Jesus as the Great Healer, into the fore- 
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ground. But in Q all these tendencies are absent. 
Here we receive rather the impression that the 
author is simply concerned with the commandments 
of our Lord, and aims at giving a description of His 
message, in which description he appears to be influ- 
enced by no special and particular bias. Perhaps we 
may not be mistaken in supposing that his selection 
was also determined by his desire to illustrate our 
Lord’s message and His witness to Himself, in their 
main and characteristic features, by specially striking 
examples. The Messiahship (Divine Sonship) having 
been established in the introduction, is in the body 
of the work presupposed as a fact that admits of no 
further controversy. 

The geographical horizon of Q is bounded by 
Galilee, and indeed much more strictly so than that 
of the synoptists. It is indeed a question whether Q 
ever looks beyond Galilee. Reference is made to 
section 43, but I regard it as being very improbable 
(with Schmiedel, « Das viertes Evang. gegeniiber den 
drei ersten” [1906], s. 45 ff.) that this utterance 
concerning Jerusalem stood in Q as a saying of our 
Lord. It has been shown above that in section 33 the 
words (St. Matt. xxiii. 34-36 = St. Luke xi. 49-51) 
form a quotation from an apocryphal Jewish writing, 
wherein they were spoken by the Wisdom of'God ; for so 
St. Luke (therefore Q) describes the author; nor could 
Jesus have said that He was sending forth prophets 
and wise men and scribes. Moreover, in St. Matthew 
this passage is followed immediately, and without a 
fresh introduction, by the words concerning Jerusalem 
(St. Matt. xxiii. 37-388; St. Luke does not give them 
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until xiii. 34). It is therefore in itself very probable 
that these words also belong to the quotation, and 
that it is accordingly Wisdom which says: ocakis 
i0éEAnca emicvvayayeiy Ta Téxva cov. It is Wisdom 
herself who, by sending forth prophets, wise men, 
and scribes who had been slain by Jerusalem, had in 
vain essayed this gathering together of the children 
of Jerusalem (while if ascribed to our Lord this 
mocaxis, together with the lament over the murdered 
prophets, wise men, and scribes whom He is supposed 
to have sent, hangs in the air—is indeed impossible).' 
Thus, according to the intention of Q, our Lord’s own 


words first begin with Aéyw [yap] uuiv, ov my pe 
loyte KTA, (St. Matt. xxiii. 39; St. Luke xiii. 35). 
Hence from section 43 we can draw no conclusion 


1 The style also is somewhat different from that of the sayings of 
our Lord in Q. “Ov rpdrov does not occur elsewhere in Q (ws is the 
only word used); verbs compounded with two prepositions are 
wanting elsewhere. Yet I do not wish to lay much stress upon 
these points. 

* The history of this passage is accordingly as follows: In Q, 
St. Matt. xxiii, 34-38 was given as a quotation used by our Lord 
to give force to what He was saying, to which verse 39 was 
appended as a real utterance of our Lord Himself. This caused 
some uncertainty in regard to the limits of the quotation. The 
result was that St. Matthew did not treat it as a quotation at all, but 
transformed the whole passage into an original discourse of our Lord 
{and yet with the help of St. Luke we can still detect in a: rodro 
a trace of what has been obliterated), while St. Luke has broken off 
the quotation directly before the appeal to Jerusalem, and omitting 
the latter here, has given it in a different place as a saying of 
our Lord Himself. If this explanation is correct, then it further 
follows that St. Luke has torn asunder verses which stood together 
in Q. This is important; for we see that it is not always the case 
that St. Matthew has arbitrarily combined passages from Q which 
did not stand together in that source, but that on the contrary 
St. Luke also has separated passages which were in juxtaposition. 
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concerning any close connection of our Lord’s mission 
with Jerusalem—nevertheless there is a strong balance 
of probability that sections 33 and 43 were spoken in 
Jerusalem, where it is more natural that they should 
haye been delivered than in Galilee.’ 

Together with Jerusalem—which is thus never men- 
tioned in Q except in the Woe against the Pharisees— 
the Passion and all references to the Passion are absent 
from Q. The single isolated saying concerning the 
taking up of one’s own cross (46) would at the best, if 
it really stood in Q, only afford an indirect reference to 
the Passion, and the sign of the prophet Jonah (30), 
according to the account in Q, had absolutely nothing 
to do with the Passion. So far therefore as we can 
judge, all that after the precedent of St. Mark goes to 
Sorm the main theme of the Synoptic Gospels—the Passion 
and the narratives and discourses leading up to the Passion 
—was completely wanting in Q. Herein lies the funda- 
mental difference between the gospels and Q. The latter, in 
fact, was not a gospel at all in the sense that the Synop- 
tics are. ‘The narrative of this source must therefore 
have been wanting in historical climax—no thread of 
historical continuity could have run through it, bind- 
ing the end to the beginning; for what climax or 
what thread of continuity could have existed where 
the Passion, and the thoughts connected with the 
Passion, were left out of consideration? Thus @ in 
the main could only have been a compilation of 
sayings and discourses of varied content. There is 


1 Still one must remember that we are told in St. Mark vii. 1 
that ‘‘There came together to Him the Pharisees, and certain of 
the scribes, which came from Jerusalem "’—+/, vii. 5, &o, 
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@. It is now still more uncertain whether as a 
whole they belong here;* for when they are omitted 
there is absolutely no disturbance im order, the re- 
maining nine sections follow one another in exactly 
the same succession both in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke. J¢ is at the same time shown that these sections, 
which are indeed closely allied in subject-matter, were 
not first brought together by St. Matthew, but that in 
Q they stood in the same order of succession as that of 
the first gospel; for it is clear that St. Luke also 
found them in this order. It is noteworthy that 
this evangelist has distributed them throughout the 
chaps. ix. X., Xii., Xiv., xvii. without altering their 
order of succession." 

Seeing then that the sections (16), (19), (24) are 
to be left on one side, and are perhaps to be 
altogether excluded from Q, the only question which 
remains open in connection with the order of the 
sections (1)-(8), (11)-(15), (17), (18), (20)-(22), (348), 
(38), (45), (46), (57), is whether the material belonging 
to Q in St. Matt. viii—x. originally stood before or 
after the discourse concerning the Baptist. As it 
is proved that St. Matthew (and not St. Luke) has 
reproduced the arrangement of the source in chapters 

viii—x., it is accordingly probable that we must also 
follow him here, and conclude that in Q the discourse 
concerning the Baptist came after the discourse to 
the disciples. 

Now follow, in St. Matt. xi. 21-23 and xi. 25-97 

1 Nevertheless internal reasons demand that at least section 21 
be assigned to Q. 


2 In an important passage we thus gain insight into St, Luke's 
method of composition (vide supra, p. 169, note 2), 
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able results, if we only neglect the eight short sayings 
(sections 26, 34°, 42, 44, 50, 53, 55, 59) and the 
short parables (40 and 48); then we find in the 
following order :— 


Beelzebub (section 29). St. Matt. xii. 22, 23, 27, 
28, 30, 43, 45; St. Luke xi. 14, 19, 20, 25-26. 

Sign of Jonah (section 30). St, Matt. xii. 38, 39, 
41, 42; St. Luke xi. 16, 29, 30, 31. 

Woe against the Pharisees (section 33). St. Matt. 
xxiii. 4, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-36; St. 
Luke xi. 46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 47, 49-51. 

The coming of the Lord as a thief; the trustworthy 
and the untrustworthy steward (section 37). St. 
Matt. xxiv. 48-51; St. Luke xii. 39, 40, 42-46. 

Jerusalem, Jerusalem (section 43). St. Matt. xxiii. 
37-39; St. Luke xiii. $4, 35. 

How oft shall I forgive? (section 54). St. Matt. 
xvili. 15, 21, 22; St. Luke xvii. 3, 4. 

The Parousia (section 56). St. Matt. xxiv. 26, 27, 28, 
37-41; St. Luke xvii. 23, 24, 3'7, 26, 27, 34, 35. 

To him that hath shall be given (section 58). St. 
Matt. xxv. 29; St. Luke xix. 26. 


Since we have already seen above that St. Luke 
has arbitrarily separated the section concerning 
Jerusalem from the Woe against the Pharisees, it is 
evident that the correspondence in order in this list 
is only disturbed by the question concerning for- 
giveness and by the splitting up of the discourse, 
St. Matt. xxiv. 26-51 (St. Luke has divided it and 
placed the second half before the first); otherwise the 
order is identical. It is of importance for our know- 

M 
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ledge of Q to notice that discourses which had the 
end of the world in view evidently stood at the con- 
clusion of this source, such discourses, namely, as the 
Woe against the Pharisees, the prophecy of judg- 
ment upon Jerusalem, the coming of the Lord as a 
thief in the night, the faithful and unfaithful steward, 
the warning against false Christs with the announce- 
ment of the Parousia, lastly, the saying, «To him 
that hath shall be given” (with its converse). 

From this investigation, which has been carried 
somewhat further than that of Wernle and Well- 
hausen, we derive the following results :— 

(1) The sections distinguished above by the 
numbers 1-8, 11-15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 29, 
30, 33, 34°, 37, 38, 43, 45, 46, 56, 57, 58, permit 
of being arranged in an order which is practically 
identical in St. Matthew and St. Luke; they there- 
fore certainly belong to a single source." 

(2) This source had an order which in essential 
points is natural and intelligible? It proceeded as 
follows :-— 

The preaching of the Baptist. 

The story of the Temptation (probably pre- 
ceded by the Baptism of our Lord with the 
voice from heaven, vide infra). 


1 I have long adopted an extremely sceptical attitude towards 
the hypothesis which assumes a single definite source for the 
material (not in St. Mark) which is common to St, Matthew and 
St. Luke; but the facts which are here disclosed seem to me to 
be conclusive (against Hilgenfeld, Zahn, Godet, and others). It is, 
moreover, astonishing how superficially and cursorily Zahn passes 
over this question in his voluminous ‘‘ Einleitung”™’ (II°, s. 410 ff.), 

* Of. Wernle, “ Synopt, Frage,” s. 226 ff. 
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The most important parts of the Sermon on 
the Mount. | 

The charge to the disciples concerning their 
mission. 

The discourse concerning the Baptist. 

The Woes against the cities. 

The great Thanksgiving to the Father. 

The Beelzebub section, and (bound up with it)— 

The sign of Jonah. 

The Woes against the Pharisees, together with 
the pronouncement of judgment against 
Jerusalem. 

The warning against false Christs; the discourse 
concerning the Parousia. 

The coming of the Son of Man as a thief in the 
night; the faithful and unfaithful steward. 

The saying that to him that hath shall be given, 
and the other saying that the disciples 
should govern the twelve tribes of Israel. 

The sections 9, 10, 16, 19, 24, 26-28, 31, 32, 34°, 
35, 86, 39-42, 44, 47-55 do not admit of being - 
arranged in a definite order. J¢ is therefore only more 
or less probable that they belong to Q, and therefore in an 
investigation into the characteristics of Q they ought 
to be regarded as of only secondary authority 
(St. Matthew and St. Luke can well have depended 
upon more than one source for their common matter 
which is not found in St. Mark; still the difference 
in order is no proof in favour of such an hypothesis). 

1 St, Luke gives this saying (59) at the end, St, Matthew at a 


very much earlier point (in chap. xix.); perhaps St. Luke is in 
the right here. 
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In this connection the following points must also be 
noted :—. 

These twenty-seven sections are almost all of 
them short, indeed very short. Eighteen of them 
have been already included above among the very 
short sayings, and seven of them are short parables 
or only similitudes (9, 19, 31, 39, 40, 41, 48) which 
could easily change their place; only five sections (27, 
28, 35, 36, 54) are of greater extent. So far as their 
content is concerned, the majority of these sayings 
admirably suit the character of Q and give no occa- 
sion for postulating another source. 

(3) From the discourse to the disciples (#.e. the 
subject-matter in St. Matt. x.), and from the fact 
that in the first gospel the sections 33 and 43, as 
well as sections 56 and 37, are correctly given in 
juxtaposition, we conclude that St. Matthew has 
preserved the order of the source more faithfully 
than St. Luke.” It therefore follows with no slight 
probability that those parts of the Sermon on the 
Mount which are common to St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, and yet do not stand in the same order in the 
two gospels (sections 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 
47, 49, 51, 52), occurred in Q in the order of St. 
Matthew, and that St. Luke has separated and dis- 
tributed them throughout his work for reasons which 
can no longer be discovered (in the belief that he 
could trace a better rafts). We shall be justified in 
deciding similarly concerning other sections which 

1 Together they form scarcely a quarter of the whole contents 
of Q. 
a We now recognise that the great composite discourses of St, 
Matthew bad their outline already given in Q. 
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occur in different positions in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, and in regarding St. Luke in this matter as 
capricious in the extreme. 

(4) Q was no gospel like St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
and St. Luke, and yet it was not a merely formless 
compilation of sayings and discourses of our Lord 
without any thread of connection. Rather we learn 
from the beginning and the conclusion (eschatolo- 
gical discourses) that it possessed a certain definite 
arrangement of subject-matter and the outlines of a 
chronological order. It was, however, in no sense a 
biographical narrative, but essentially a collection of 
discourses.’ ‘This is the very reason that it makes no 
mention of the Passion. Nor need we be surprised 
at the composition of a work which confined itself to 
the discourses and sayings of our Lord; indeed, if 
one keeps in mind the contemporary Jewish fashion, 
the composition of such a work is a priori probable, 
and, moreover, finds support in Christian terminology, 
which from the first distinguished between the acts 


1 The seven narratives (vide supra, p. 163), which at least were 
included in Q, do not alter this character; for in five of these the 
important feature is clearly a saying of our Lord, and the story is 
cursorily narrated only in order to give the occasion of the utter- 
ance. It is otherwise with the story of the Temptation, and, as 
it seems, with the narrative concerning the centurion, But the 
inclusion of the former becomes at once intelligible if the story 
of the Baptism was also included; in this case we must conceive 
of Q as a compilation of sayings which received its necessary 
determination, and thereby an historical character, in that it was 
prefaced by an account of the consecration of Jesus as the Messiah, 
This hypothesis is corroborated by the strongly Messianic char- 
acter of the story of the Temptation in Q (vide the following note), 
Accordingly, only the story of the Centurion seems to fall outside 
the framework of Q. Yet vide infra. 
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and the sayings of Jesus (vide St. Paul's Epistles; 
Acts i. 1: wept ravrwy dv ipEato Inrots roseiv Te Kat 
didacxew—lIs St. Luke here thinking of his two main 
sources, St. Mark and Q ?—cf. St. Luke xxiv. 19, &c.). 


V.—Can we Discover any Trace or @ IN THE 
Matrer THAT Is Pecuuiar To Str. Matroew 
or To Sr. Luxe, on mw Inprmecr EvancE ic 
TRADITION P 


Seeing that Q is so neutral in linguistic character- 
istics, we can scarcely use arguments based upon 
phenomena of style and vocabulary in order to 
prove that passages in question belong to Q. Nor 
does an analysis based upon phenomena of subject- 
matter promise much success. But one thing is 
at all events possible: we can distinguish numerous 
passages in both gospels which certainly could not 
have stood in Q. 

Let us begin with St. Matthew and with the 
Sermon on the Mount.’ Of the passages that 
stand in St. Matt. v.—vii. and are wanting in St. 
Luke, it is powible that v. 14, 16 (Light of the 
world, City upon a hill), v. 41 (If one constrain 

1 Wellhausen (‘‘ Kinl.,” s. 74) judges that the Baptism of our 
Lord by 8t. John could not well have been absent from Q. There 
is by no means little to be said in favour of this theory (vide supra, 
and note that both “ dvijy@y" and ‘‘ bard rod rveduaros” in the story of 
the Temptation can only be understood in the light of the story of 
the Baptism)—and in this case there is much that is attractive in 
the hypothesis that the original form of the voice from heaven in 
St. Luke is to be derived from Q (vide Excurs. II.). But Well- 
hausen’s combination of the temptation by the devil with the 
temptation by St. Peter (St. Mark viii. 32, 33), and his confident 
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thee to go one mile, then go two), vi. 34 (which 
finishes off the verses 25-33 belonging to Q), and 
vii. 22, 23 (Many will say to me in that day, &c.) 
stood in Q; all else, namely, v. 17, 19, 20-24, 27-31, 
33-38, 43; vi. 1-8 (14, 15), 16-18; vii. 6-15, 
must have been wanting in that source, because 
these passages are strongly marked by the peculiar 
characteristics of St. Matthew (better righteousness, 
formal directions concerning almsgiving, prayer, and 
fasting, &c., vide supra, p. 167) and because St. 
Luke offers absolutely no parallel to them. The 
by no means slight degree of homogeneity which 
is discernible in the passages in question (while 
nothing similar is found in the passages which 
certainly belong to Q) is in itself a_ strong 
proof that they are alien to Q. They indeed 
all partake of that controversial attitude towards 
Judaism which is a peculiar characteristic of St. 
Matthew. 

The same may be said of the sayings concerning 
the Sabbath in xii. 5 ff, 11 f. Of the parables 
peculiar to St. Matthew in chap. xiii. the Buried 
Treasure and the Pearl (verses 44-46) may have 
stood in Q, because they are similar to the Mustard 
Seed and the Leaven;* but we have no cer- 
tainty that this was so, especially as they are 


assertion that the Jraye Zarava of St. Matthew is derived from the 
record of our Lord's repulse of St. Peter, are rash. Wellhausen’s 
other conjecture that a trait in the story of the Baptism, in which 
St. Matthew differs from St, Mark, namely, 8t. John’s objection 
to baptize our Lord, had its origin in Q, is destitute of all founda- 
tion and is, according to Q, section 14, improbable. 

1 So Wernle, ‘'Synopt. Frage,’’ s. 187. 
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separated from the latter parables by the inter- 
pretation of the parable of the Tares and seem 
like an appendix added by St. Matthew. No one 
is likely to claim the parables of the Tares and 
of the Draw-net for Q, any more than the con- 
cluding passage (xiii. 51 f.) of the collection of 
parables in chapter xiii. 

The story of St. Peter’s walking on the sea 
(xiv. 28-31) is a narrative of entirely secondary 
character, likewise the words addressed to St. Peter 
concerning the Rock upon which the Church would 
be built (xvi. 17-19), perhaps also the story of 
the coin in the fish’s mouth (xvii. 24-27), cer- 
tainly the discourse on discipline in the Church 
(xviii. 16-18). Possibly xviii. 10 (The angels of 
the little ones) stood in Q; that the parables of 
the Great Supper (xxii. 1-11) and the parable of 
the Talents belong to Q is not impossible, as we 
have seen (pp. 119 ff); but we can arrive at no 
certainty on this point—above all, we can no longer 
restore the form in which they stood in Q.2 All 
that remains—the parables and discourses that occur 
in the last chapter of St. Matthew preceding the 
Passion—must probably be kept distinct from Q, 
for they present no indication of relationship to 
that source.” As for the narratives peculiar to 

1 The order in which the parable of the Talents occurs in the 
two gospels is in favour of its belonging to Q; for it is found in 
St. Matt. xxv. and in St, Luke xix., thas in both cases it follows 
the discourse concerning the Parousia, St. Matt. xxiv. and St. 
Luke xvii. This is not so in the case of the Great Supper (St, 
Matt. xxii, and 8t, Luke xiv.), 

* Naturally, in the case of many parables and discourses, the 
« possibility” of such relationship cannot be disputed. 


OTHER TRACES OF Q 185 


the account of the Passion in St. Matthew, it 
would be a most arbitrary proceeding to assign 
these to Q, seeing that even the prophecies of the 
Passion are wanting in this source and that these 
passages of St. Matthew are secondary or even 
tertiary in character. 

In St. Luke the situation is not different; we 
can state with considerable probability that such 
and such passages that are peculiar to St. Luke 
did not stand in Q—all the narratives, discourses, 
and parables which specially emphasise the con- 
trast between the poor and the rich and our Lord's 
love for sinners, and are so characteristic of St. 
Luke’s peculiar genius. Apart from these, there 
is much that is peculiar to this gospel which may 
possibly have belonged to Q; but I have sought in 
vain for any clear principles upon which a probable 
proof of such relationship could be based. 

We must content ourselves with this. It is a priors 
probable, indeed quite certain, that much which occurs 
only in St. Matthew or in St. Luke is derived 
from Q, but except the parable of the Mustard Seed 
which grows into a great tree—and this has been 
by us already assigned to Q, though it also occurs 
in St. Mark—I believe that there is no part of 
the subject-matter peculiar to any one of the two 
gospels which we are justified in definitely assigning 
to Q. 

Any one that adopts the standpoint of Resch 
and assumes that the “apostolic source” existed for 


1 We must therefore be more discreet in this connection than 
Wernle and many other scholars, 
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centuries side by side with our gospels, and with them 
exercised influence upon the evangelic tradition, will 
attempt to discover passages of Q in the gospel 
sayings found in the Fathers. He, however, who 
cannot convince himself that there is any proof, or 
possibility of proof, that the later tradition has been 
influenced by the sources of our gospels, will hope for 
very little from the examination of the “ Agrapha” 
and related material. Nevertheless, I have investi- 
gated afresh the material which Resch has collected 
(«Texte und Unters.,” Bd. 5, 10, and 30). The 

pearance of light at the Baptism (Bd. 80, Heft 
$4, s. 36), which is a very early tradition and is 
found in Codd. Vercell. and Sangerm. at St. Matt. 
iii. 15; the saying found in Syr. Cur. at St. Matt. 
xx. 28 (cf also the same passage in Cod. D) vpeis 
de Cyreire €x puxpov avgjoa Kai py ex pelCovos 
éXarrov eva (ic. s. 89); the Logia in 1 Clem. ii. 
13, 46 and Polycarp. ii. and in Acts xx. 35; the 
ev ols Gv vuas cata\aBw, ev Tovrots Kal xpwe of 
Justin Martyr and others (/.c. s. 102); the saying 
strongly attested from Clement of Alexandria on- 
wards: atreicGe, dyct, Ta meyada, Kat Ta piKpa Yuiv 
mpooreOjcera (ic. s. 111); the yet more constantly 
quoted saying: +yiverOe déximor tpareCirat (s. 112 ff.) ; 
the saying attested by Origen : dua Tous aaGevoivras 
joOévowy Kal dia Tovs wewavras éreivwy Kat dia Tous 
dexfaivras edivwv (s. 132); the saying : cwCov ov Kal 
4 ‘vy cov (s. 180); the saying in Clement of 
Alexandria and Tertullian: edes tov adeddov cov, 
eldes TOv Oedy cov (s. 182); the saying in Origen: 6 
éyyis mou eyyls Tod TaTpds (MS. mupds), 6 de pwaxpav 


Ee 


188 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


1 Clem. xiii.: padiora peuvnuevot TOY AOYyov 
Tov xuptov ‘Incod, obs eAaAnoev didacKwy emrteikeay 
Kal paxpoOupiay: ouTwS 1p elrev’ ’EXeare iva eX\en- 
Onre, adiere i iva ape UMiV" we wove re, our rout 
weTat Umiv’ ws didore, ovrws Sobijcerat Umivs ws KpiveTe, 
ovTws cpidiierte: we Xpnorever Ge, ovTwSs \pnoT 
oerat UMivs @ METPH METPEITE, Ev AUTO pEeTpnOncETAL 
bpiv. 

1 Clem. xlvi.: prvjcOyre Tay Aoywv Tov 'Incot 
Tov xupiov jyev: elrev yap Ovat to avOparp 
éxeivey* KaAov ay auTe® el py ervyevun On y eva Tov 
éxAexTa@v ov oxavdaricat. Kpeitrov jv alr@ reprreOivat 
prov cat xatarovricOnvat eis Thy Oadaccay, } Eva 
Tw exAeKTWY MOU dart peat. 

Polye. c. ii. mynmovevovres @v elrev © KUplos 
didaoxwy By kpivere, va py KpcOire: aiere, Kat 
apeOnrerat umiv' eAeaTe, iva chen Oipre: @ ber pp 
Mer pEire, avrimerpnOnzerat Umiv* Kal OTE paxapror ot 
®TWXOL kat of Ouokomevot Evexev Oucatoovvns, OTL aUTaY 
ert 9 BactAcia Tou Oeou. 

1 Clem. ii. : mavres eramevodpovei re .. . UTOTaT- 
oomevot “aAAov 3) vroTaccorTes; Hdcov duddvres 4 
Aap Bavovres Trois epodiors TOU Xpiorob apKou- 
Mevot Kat TPOTEXOVTESy Tous Adyous OUTOU emrimeA@s 
everTepicpevot ire Tos oTAGy-yvots. 


There is no doubt that in all these passages the 
sayings of our Lord are referred to as a compilation, 
and the form of the quotations suggests that this 
compilation was crystallised in a written document 
which bore the title, « Adyot tod xupiou 'Incod,” and 
was regarded as giving the authoritative teaching of 
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ur Lord.? In such a case identity with Q would be 
pr: ractica ly proved. But, in the first place, we can 
e only arrive at a certain degree of probability ; 
i the second place, close examination of the subject- 
: of these sayings is not favourable to the 
; for (a) if the saying, « It is more blessed 
give than t0 res” moc To eh Me ene. 
ce not taken it up into his gospel? (yet this is 
not a very weighty objection); (6) in peas the 
forn ula of quotation and the quotation itself (the 
| only partly and freely reproduced) are most 
ESabty derived from 1 Clem. xiii.; for Polycarp 
fas made constant use of the epistle of Clement 
(« Clement. Alex. Strom.,” ii. 18, is also dependent 
upon the same passage) ; (c) the first saying quoted 
by Clement of Rome in the parts which have no 
direct parallel in St. Matthew and St. Luke (eAcate 
va eAenOyre, adiere ba adeOy imive ws rocire, obTw 
mowmOnoerat vuiv' ws didoTre, ovTws doOncerat vmiv" 
ws xpyoteverOe, obtws xpyrTevOnceTat Umiv) May very — 
well have stood in Q; but the part in which it 
h coincides in subject-matter with Q, as we have given 
. this source above, has a different wording. In place 
- of 4 Kpivere, va wy KpiOijre, € ev @ yap Kpiuart xpivere, 
xpiOnrecOe we have ws xpivere, obrws kpiOjcerOe. It 
h may, however, be objected that Clement here has 
| simply omitted a phrase or so, and for the rest has 
followed another translation of Q; but my «pivere, 
wa «TA. does not at all suit his context. The 
1 After having written this I see from “ Theol. Jahresbericht” 
for 1905 (iii. Abt. s. 246), that Harris, and lately Lake (in herr 
Journ.” iii, 332 ff.), have preceded me in commending this 
hypothesis. 












we 
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dependence upon Q remains therefore uncertain. 


(2) 


The second passage of Clement (I neglect «Clem. 
Alex. Strom.,” iii. 18, because it depends upon « Clem. 
Rom.”) reproduces sayings which are found in all 
three evangelists—they may, nevertheless, have also 
stood in Q; indeed, we have shown that the allied 
words: avayxn eAOeiv ra oxavdada, wAnv oval TH 
avOpmrw dc’ oS To oxavdadoy Epxera, probably stood 
in Q (vide section 53). 


St. Mark xiv. 
21: oval ry dv- 
Opwry éxelvy 5 
od 6 ulds rot dy- 
Opwirou mwapadl- 
Sorat’ xaddvabra 
el ovx éyerr}On 3 
dyOpwios éxetvos. 


St. Mark ix. 
42: 3s a» oxay- 
Salloy a rev 
pexp@y = TouT wy 
rap wisrevévruy, 
Kadéy éorey abr 
Gd)ov el weplxer- 
raz podos drcxds 
wepl rov Tpdx nov 
avrol kal BéBAn- 
ra els rhy Oddac- 
cay. 


St. Matt. xxvi. 
24: as St. Mark 
(except that #» 
is added after 
xadov). 


St. Matt. xvii. 
6, 7: first as in 
St. Mark, then 
wiorevovruv els 
éué* = oupeper 
atrp va xpe- 
pacby = abdos 
éuxds wepl rov 
Tpaxnrov avbrod 
cal xaramovrioOy 
é& Te wedrdye 
Tis Oardoons. 
oval Ty Kéouy 
dxd tay oKapr- 
dddwy? = dvdyxn 
yop €d\Oeiy ra 
oxdySdaha, why 
oval rp avOpbry 
&’ od 7d oxdvda- 
Lov Epxeras, 


St. Luke xxii. 
22: oval rp dy- 
Opwry éxelvy ov 
0} «= rapadldoras 
[scil. 6 vids r. 
dv. }. 


St. Luke xvii. 
1, 2: dvévdexrdy 
éorw rod ra oxdy- 
dara uh dOeip, 
wrhy oval de’ 0d 
Epxeras’ dvot- 
rekei airy el 
AlOos pudcKds 
weplxarac mwepl 
Tov tpdxnor ad- 
To Kal Eppirrac 
els rhy Od\accap, 
h ba cxaviarloy 
TOY pLKpay TOU- 
Tuy eva, 


Clem. Rom. 
oval re dvOpdbry 
éxeluy*® xaddv Fy 
avrg el uh éyer- 
yh0n ) ta tiv 
éxNextay pou 
oxavdaNloat, 


Kpeirroy hy av- 
Te mweprreOFvar 
pbdoy kal xara- 
rovricOnvat, 4F 
&va trav éx\exrop 
Mou Scacrpéyac. 
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The interpretation of the phenomena presented 
in the above table is difficult. It is possible that 
Clement erroneously understood the saying con- 
cerning Judas in a general sense and combined 
it wrongly with the saying concerning offending 
the little ones, freely reproduced by him as 
“elect”; it is, however, also possible that not 
only the general clause, avayxy éAOciv Ta cxavdada, 
TAqy oval TH avOpm@rw d¢ ob TO cKavdadov épxerat, 
stood in Q, but also something concerning offending 
the elect in just that double form in which Clement 
gives it (this would then be the more ancient form, 
while St. Mark has introduced the special reference 
to Judas); St. Matthew and St. Luke had St. Mark 
and Q before them, and have on the whole followed 
the former in that they have reproduced from Q 
only the general saying concerning offences. Yet 
this second explanation is far less probable than 
the first; for (1) it is strange that they have both 
hit upon the same solution of the problem (yet in 
St. Luke xvii. 1, 2, the order is different from that. 
in St. Matt. xviii. 6, 7); (2) we can form no definite > 
conception of the wording of this hypothetical text 
of Q (according to Clement); in its two halves 
it is extremely tautologous, and accordingly gives 
the impression that these two halves were originally 
separate from one another and came from different 
sources (just as it is in the three gospels). Lastly, 
we have the éxe(vw at the beginning, which tells a 
tale. There is therefore at least no surety that 
we have Q before us here, however attractive the 
hypothesis may be and though it may claim the 
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support of what seem to be translation-variants. 
(e) Neither can we well claim for Q that it is the 
source of the second half of the quotation in Polycarp ; 
for though “axapiot of rTwyot” (without Tw rvedmars) 
answers to the wording of Q (and of St. Luke), yet 
Swoxodmevor Evexey Oixatoovvns, which is found in St. 
Matthew, cannot be proved to have stood in Q. 

Accordingly we must reluctantly abandon the hope 
of recovering from these quotations, which seem to pre- 
suppose our gospels, anything which certainly belongs 
to Q; there is, in fact, no sufficient basis of proba- 
bility for the hypothesis that these « Adyot Tod xuptov 
"Incov ” are identical with Q. The case is here one of 
very moderate possibility, and it is permissible only 
with considerable reservation to claim the quotations 
in 1 Clem. xiii., xlvi. for Q 

If, however, our investigation of these passages 
leads to such unsure results, the uncertainty is very 
much greater in regard to the « Agrapha” which are 
found in writers from Justin downwards. In all 
these cases it’ is more probable that these sayings 
have been derived from the gospel of the Egyptians, 
the gospel of St. Peter, or other sources, than that 
they were directly taken from Q. ‘This specially 
holds good of the sayings discovered by Grenfell and 
Hunt, and likewise of those in the Clementine 


1 If it is thought certain that ‘Adyo «rd. in Clement signifies 
the title of a book, which must therefore be identical with Q, it 
will then be necessary to assume a separate recension of Q, which 
was afterwards amplified from the canonical gospels. It is in 
favour of this hypothesis that in St. Matthew (and so also probably 
in Q) the Sermon on the Mount is introduced with the words: 
é5l3acKer airovs Néyur, 
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Homilies, though it is possible that elements of great 
antiquity are preserved therein. We know that the 
gospels mentioned were still read in the second and 
third centuries, while we have no such knowledge 
concerning Q. Therefore in each particular case the 
burden of proof rests with him who advances the 
claims of Q; but with Resch and others of his way 
of thinking one seeks in vain for real proofs. 


VI.—Tue EssentrAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE Con- 
TENTS OF Q, A Comparison oF Q WITH THE 
GosPEL or St. Marx. 


In the comprehensive chapter of his “ Einleitung 
in die drei ersten Evangelien,” ss. 73-89, Wellhausen 
has made a complete comparison of Q and St. Mark. 
Since, according to him, mutual independence is « not 
to be thought of,” he discusses the question of priority 
and decides in favour of St. Mark. Compared with 
St. Mark the content of Q is everywhere, or almost 


1 Let me bring forward yet another instance, In 2 Olem. y. 
we read: Aéye: 6 xijpios* “Eaea@e ds dpvla & péow Adcwy. This form 
of the saying seems to be more ancient than the form which we 
have ascertained for Qin section 19: léod éyi drooré\Nw bas ws 
wpoBara év péow \ixwv. But without regard to the fact that 2 Clem. 
has probably used an uncanonical gospel which was certainly not 
Q (probably the gospel of the Egyptians), we have already seen 
above, pp. 13, 174 f., that the saying is perhaps not to be assigned 
to Q, but that its presence in St. Matthew and St. Luke is to be 
attributed to another source, The gospel of the Egyptians (the 
gospel, that is, which is used by 2 Clem.) is on the whole certainly 
secondary to Q, indeed to the Synoptic Gospels; yet, like the gospel 
of the Hebrews, it has preserved some very ancient elements, 

N 
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everywhere, secondary, and presents the traditions 
concerning Jesus in a form which had already ad- 
vanced in the direction of definite Christian dogma 
and of ecclesiasticism. I, on the contrary, believe 
that I can show in the following pages that Well- 
hausen in his characteristic of Q has unconsciously 
allowed himself to be influenced by the tendencies of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, that he has attributed to 
Q what belongs to these gospels, and that in not a 
few passages he has preferred St. Mark on insufficient 
grounds. The conclusions at which I have arrived 
stand therefore in strong opposition to the results of 
his criticism. 

In comparing Q with St. Mark we must base 
our investigation on those passages which certainly 
belong to Q—the probable constituents of Q 
must be marshalled in the second line for our 
review. 

St. Mark begins with the preaching of the Bap- 
tist, the baptism of our Lord, and a summary account 
of a forty days’ temptation of our Lord in the 
wilderness; Q, with the preaching of the Baptist 
(the baptism of our Lord) and a detailed account 
of a temptation of our Lord to disbelief in His 
Messianic vocation, which took place after a forty 
days’ abode in the wilderness. Even if, as is pro- 
bable, the baptism of our Lord stood in Q, it does 
not necessarily follow that St. Mark and Q are de- 
pendent upon one another ; for it may very well have 
happened that at a particular epoch these sections 
were the regular passages with which the catechetical 
tradition of the sayings of Jesus the Messiah began 
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(St. Luke i. 4). Here, however, the subject-matter 
of Q is clearly the more original, for St. Mark only 
introduces the Baptist in order that he may point 
forward to the « Mightier One,” while Q first describes 
the preaching of the Baptist concerning repentance 
and judgment, and then only attaches the reference 
to the “ Mightier One” that was coming. Besides, 
St. Mark is guilty of hysteron-proteron in his de- 
scription of the Coming One as one that would baptize 
with the Holy Ghost, while Q speaks of Him as of 
one who would appear with the fire of judgment and 
would thoroughly purge His floor.’ Similarly, in 

regard to the story of the Temptation, it can neither 
be proved that Q is dependent upon St. Mark, nor 
can it be asserted that in St. Mark the Temptation 
is conceived as being non-Messianic in character,’ nor 
can the narrative in Q be claimed as a later legend. 
If the story of the Temptation, with the voice from 
heaven in the form, “Thou art my Son, to-day 
have I begotten Thee,” stood in Q, it is then natural 
that the devil should address himself to Jesus as the 
Son of God, and should wish to upset His faith in 
His Divine Sonship. There is no need to suppose 
that this must have been a later tradition than the 
shorter account of St. Mark, which always arouses the 
suspicion that St. Mark here knew more than he has 


1 The priority of Q is here recognised by Wellhausen (s. 74). 

® Wellhausen (l.c.) makes this assertion; but if the Spirit which 
descended upon Jesus drives Him into the wilderness, where He is 
tempted for forty days of Satan, surrounded by the uncanny 
creatures of the desert, while the angels supply Him with food, 
ernest tr irre, Serpe sarin be Mie nd ws = 
excellence of Messianic temptation. 
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told us, for legend is not accustomed to work by a 
method so concise and allusive.” 

The Sermon on the Mount now follows in Q. St. 
Mark here affords us only four parallel sayings. He 
writes (iv. 24): év @ mérpw perpeite perpyOncera 
vuiy (just as in Q, section 8). Again, in ix. 50—out 
of connection with his context—: cadov To dAas: éav de 


1 The circumstances may be conjectured to have been as 
follows :—S8t. Mark was obliged to touch upon the fact of the 
Messianic temptation by Satan, since it belonged to the stereo- 
typed material of catechetical instruction (St. Luke i. 4: wepl dv 
Karyyydys Aéyow); it was, however, known to him, not in the 
narrative of Q but in another form. If the narrative of Q had 
been known to him, the trait of fasting could not have been 
omitted by him, nor could he have mentioned the wild beasts and 
the angels in his short summary, 8t. Mark presupposes a legend 
where there was no mention of our Lord’s fasting in the wilder- 
ness, Where, on the contrary, it was recorded that He was fed by 
angels, so that there could scarcely have been a place therein for 
a temptation by means of hunger. Nothing is said of the nature 
of the temptation of Satan—that the wild beasts played a rile 
therein is uncertain—but that St. Mark knew something about 
them is more than probable. The ‘‘Gospel of Jesus Christ,” 
according to him, first begins with verse 14; in a double intro- 
duction, verses 1-8 and 9-13, he simply says what is absolutely 
necessary concerning the Baptist and his testimony, and con- 
cerning the Divine Sonship of Jesus, The wondrous “ @ayracia”’ 
(Theodore of Mopsuestia) of the story of the Temptation in Q is 
independent of St. Mark, and may have arisen at any time after 
the year A.D. 30—i.e. it possibly belongs to the primitive tradition. 

2 It is quite another question whether the story of the Baptism 
(Spirit and voice from heaven) was the oldest form of the tradi- 
tion. I am with Wellbausen of the conviction that it was not, 
rather that it has taken the place of the more ancient story of the 
Transfiguration. But this question cannot be discussed as 
it belongs rather to the period of development that lies behind 
Q and St. Mark, 

* And in the case of three of these it is only probable that they 
stood in Q. 
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TO dAas avadov yévyrat, ev Tin avTo aptucere ; while 
Q, section 47, reads: vpele core TO Aas [ris yas]: eav 
dé ro dAas pwpavOy, ev rin adioOncera. Here, in 
the first place, we notice a genuine translation-variant, 
and next, that Q interprets the “salt” as referring to 
the disciples. This is probably the original reference, 
as Wellhausen also recognises (“ Mark,” s. 82).—In 
St. Mark iv. 21 we read—again out of connection 
with his context— : part Epxerat 6 Avxvos Wa Ward Tov 
podiov teOy . . « ovx wa ert THY Avyviay TeOy ; 
Q, section 31, we find: ov xaiovew Avyvov Kai TiWéarcw 
adrov Ure Tov pmodtov GAN’ ext THY Avyviav, Kal Adurec 
macw Trois ev Ty oixia. In St. Mark the “light” 
represents the teaching of our Lord, in St. Matthew 
the good conduct of the disciples (this is secondary) 
—but this is only the interpretation of St. Matthew. 
St. Luke, who gives the saying twice, gives it first 
(viii. 16) with the same significance and in the 
same connection as St. Mark, and a second time 
(xi. 13), according to Q, without reference to the 
disciples. Thus im Q the reference to the disciples was 
unexpressed, and Q was therefore not secondary when 
compared with St. Mark. MHere also note the trans- 
lation-variants—-St. Mark writes (x. 11 f.): ds dy 
amodvcy THY yuvaixa avrod Kal yaunon GAAnv; moryarat 
én’ avrijv: Kat éay airy aroAvcaca Tov avdpa aris 
yauzjoy GAXov [or probably more correctly, cai éay 
yun €£€AOn aro Too avdpos avrg Kal GAov yamjoy]; 
poryara. Here we have ascertained for the text of 
Q in section 52: [éyw Aéyw vuiv]- was 6 amodvwr 
THY yuvaika avToU Trotel avTnv poryevOjval, Kat Os 
éav amoAchupevyy yaunon, morxara. Wellhausen’s 
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judgment on this verse depends upon the supposition 
that the words immediately preceding it in St. Luke 
(exorwrepov dé exTiv TOV OUpavoy Kai THY yhY Taped- 
Ocivy Tov vomov miav Kepaiay meceiv, xvi. 17) are to 
be regarded as explaining, or rather confirming, the 
statement of the verse concerning divorce. But verse 
17 belongs, as is shown by the dé, to verse 16, and is 
intended to correct the seeming Antinomianism of the 
words: 6 vduos Kat of mpodphra wexpt ’lwavvov, while 
the saying concerning divorce then follows without 
any connection. We have therefore no surety that 
even St. Luke intended that verses 17 and 18 should 
be taken together. As for Q, it is inconceivable that 
they stood together in that source, for St. Matthew 
presents them in complete separation in v. 18 and 
32. Then again, it is more than questionable that 
St. Mark x. forms the starting-point for the version 
of the saying in Q. St. Mark says: «“ He who divorces 
his wife and marries another commits adultery against 
her, and likewise she that is divorced and marries 
again commits adultery.” Q says: « He who divorces 
his wife makes her an adulteress [because she will 
marry again], and the new husband also commits 
adultery.” That there is a difference here is clear, 
but it is not to be sought where Wellhausen sees it. 
According to Wellhausen, in St. Mark’s form the 
adultery lies not in the divorce but only in the 
marrying again; but this is quite improbable, for 
(1) it is opposed to the context in St. Mark (verses 
1-9), and (2) it is artificially read into the words of 
St. Mark. And besides, especially in an Oriental 
environment, a second marriage was sure to follow a 
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divorce. Therefore the difference between St. Mark 
and Q does not lie in this point, but rather in the 
circumstance that St. Mark declares the husband and 
the wife, if she marries again, to be guilty of adultery, 
while Q condemns the wife who marries again and her 
new husband. Yet this difference is only in appear- 
ance; Q has only left unexpressed what was self- 
evident ; according to my opinion, this writer intended 
to say: “He who divorces his wife (not only makes 
himself guilty of adultery, but besides) calls a twofold 
adultery into being: she that is divorced together 
with her new husband are guilty of adultery.” The 
saying is then one of pregnant conciseness and force ;* 
while the saying in St. Mark is feeble in comparison. 
Thus Q, section 52, is certainly not derived from St. 
Mark x. 11f. It follows, therefore, that neither is 
Q 52 founded upon St. Mark x. 1-9, but in the most 
favourable case it must be assumed that there was in 
@ an account parallel to that of St. Mark, of which 
@ 52 formed the conclusion. Nevertheless, the verse 
requires no other context than that given in St. 
Matthew : "Eppedn - Os amroNUcy THY yuvaika auTov, 
doTw avTy aroctraciwyv. Yet the context in Q could 
scarcely have been quite like this. 

These are the only passages in which St. Mark 
affords a parallel to those parts of St. Matt. v.—vii. 
which belong to Q; for the theory that St. Mark 

1 St. Matthew alone has preserved it so; St. Luke has already 
modified the first half of the saying in accordance with the form | 
in St. Mark. St. Matthew, however, has also offended in that 
he has inserted wapexrés \é-you woprelas—an interpolation which 
is self-evident, and yet, as it stands, quite out of place in the 
context. 
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xi. 25 is the germ of the Lord’s Prayer may be left 


on one side.1 

If we now investigate the contents of the passages 
of the Sermon on the Mount which stood in Q 
(of the first-class sections 3-8, of the second-class 
sections 9, 10, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 47, 49, 
51, 52), we notice scarcely anything which might 
not pass as primary tradition. But Wellhausen is 
of another opinion (vide his note on St. Matt. v. 1 ff). 
He finds that just as Q runs parallel to St. Mark 
in the preaching of the Baptist (the Baptism) and 
the Temptation, so is it also with the Sermon on 
the Mount, for both documents now proceed to 
give a programme of the preaching of our Lord, 
Q a manifesto which is evidently an artificial fabrica- 
tion, St. Mark (i. 15) a short and unassuming general 
summary of the ever-recurring subject of our Lord’s 
preaching. “ And the difference which exists between 
the two is not simply formal but extends also to 
the subject-matter. In St. Mark our Lord’s theme 
is the same as that of the Baptist, namely, weravorca— 
men are warned to repent by the rousing proclama- 
tion of the near approach of the Kingdom of God. 
In Q, on the other hand, our Lord, unlike St. John, 

1 The Lord’s Prayer does not belong to those passages which 
can almost certainly be claimed for Q; if, however, in a shorter 
form (vide section 27) it belonged to Q, it cannot have taken its 
origin from the single clause of St. Mark xi. 25, which corresponds 
to the so-called fifth petition. This clause says absolutely nothing 
about the content of the prayer, and is thus related in form not 
to St. Matt. vi. 12, but to the saying in St. Matt. v. 23, 24 (which, 
however, is more ancient in form). Yet it of course confirms 
the genuine character of the so-called fifth petition as it is found 
in 8t. Matthew (vide infra for a more detailed discussion), 
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shows not the reverse but, even in the very begin- 
ning of His ministry, the obverse of the Kingdom 
of God; with it He entices men, He proclaims it 
as good tidings of great joy. He begins not with 
a stern warning to the whole Jewish nation but with 
blessing to His disciples.” 

Here we must first object that St. Matthew 
at all events did not regard the Sermon on the 
Mount as a detailed substitute for St. Mark i. 15, 
seeing that he himself has given us in a passage 
preceding the Sermon on the Mount the words 
(iv. 17): awo tére ipEaro 6 “Incots Kypiocew Kai 
Aéyew* meravocire’ iyyxe yap 4 Bacireia Tov 
ovpava@y, Still less can we speak of such an inter- 
pretation of Q by St. Luke, seeing*that he has 
assigned these passages of Q to a much later posi- 
tion in his gospel, indeed has distributed them 
throughout his work. And next, even according 
to Wellhausen, St. Mark i. 15 contains a flagrant 
hysteron-proteron from which St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, and therefore Q, are free; for St. Mark 
writes: “Jesus came into Galilee and preached the 
Gospel of God, saying, the time is fulfilled and the 
Kingdom of God is at hand; repent ye, and believe the 
Gospel.” When estimating the full meaning of this 
saying it does not do to pass by the mention of the 
“Gospel.” But if we take this into consideration, 
then the whole question presents a quite different 
appearance from that given it by Wellhausen in 
his representation of the contents of the verse in 
St. Mark. St. Mark also has from the very begin- 
ning taken up the “ message of joy” into the theme 
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of our Lord’s message; he also shows at the very 
first the “obverse” of this message, and indeed in 
a much more secondary form than is ever found 
in Q,' where the word « Gospel” never occurs. But 
it seems to me a most extraordinary proceeding 
to set the whole Sermon on the Mount, as Q has 
given it, side by side with the short sentence of 
St. Mark i. 15. The “gospel” in Q signifies the 
Beatitudes *—in fact, it is the proclamation which 
appears in Q, section 14: “Tell John what ye 
hear and see: The blind receive their sight, the 
lame walk . . . the poor receive good tidings.” 
Why should not Q be justified in setting this 
message of good tidings in the forefront in contrast 
to the message of the Baptist? seeing, moreover, 
that its historical character cannot be disputed. 
And even if this preaching of good tidings was in 
reality more deeply set in the framework of the 
stern summons to repentance than appears in Q, 
why need we therefore regard the attractive side 
of the message as something especially secondary? 
Again, is not the whole Sermon on the Mount 
together with the Beatitudes also a most powerful 
summons to repentance? How indeed are we to 
conceive of our Lord’s preaching of repentance? 
It could not have consisted simply in the repetition 
of the word “repent,” it must have pictured in 
glowing colours the blessedness of conversion and 

1 Wellhausen’s discussion of the signifivance of the word 
“Gospel” in St. Mark seems to me correct. St. Mark means by 
the word much the same as St. Paul. 

® Here, therefore, the difference from St. Mark is as great as it 
possibly can be. 
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of the new life! And this is just what we find 
in the Sermon on the Mount. 

But a second fault is detected in this sermon: it 
must be regarded as a sermon addressed to the 
Christian community—+t.e. it presupposes the union of 
Christians in a distinct and compact society. This is, 
in my opinion, true of St. Matthew but not of Q. 
According to St. Matthew and St. Luke the Sermon 
on the Mount was spoken to the disciples (in the 
presence of the people); it was therefore so given in 
Q. Now it is true that, if we stretch Q upon the 
Procrustes’ bed of chronology, a discourse to the 
disciples occupies a strange position here at the 
beginning; but, in the first place, we do not know 
whether in Q something may not have preceded the 
Sermon on the Mount, and secondly, chronological 
tests ought not to be applied to Q. @Q of course did 
not begin with the end but with the beginning, nor 
did it conclude with the beginning but with the 
discourses on the Second Coming; apart from this, 
however, chronology has no further influence upon 
Q, which is simply a heterogeneous collection of dis- 
courses and sayings, for the most part bound together 
in groups. If Q was a compilation of the sayings of 
our Lord, made with the aim of giving authorita- 
tive teaching (and that principally ethical), it is not 
strange that this great discourse to the disciples was 
set in the forefront as being the most important of ail. 
Certainly the Christian reader was intended to say to 

1 There is no want of sternness either in the Sermon on the 


Mount or elsewhere in Q; the “ waxdpios” stands in contrast to 
fearful warnings. 


204 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


himself: « All the promises and commandments here 
addressed to the disciples apply to thyself,” but it 
does not necessarily follow that the compiler has 
coloured his reproduction of the sayings of our Lord 
with a view to contemporary readers. Taking first 
only the sections of Q that are certainly genuine, 
where is such colouring to be found in the Beatitudes 
(section 3) in the saying concerning the blow upon 
the cheek and the cloak that is taken (4), in the 
direction to give to him that asks (5), in the com- 
mand to love one’s enemies (6), in the Golden Rule 
(7), in the prohibition of judging and the similitudes 
of the Mote and the Beam (8), the Good and 
Corrupt Tree (11), and the House upon the Rock 
and upon the Sand (12)? But, object Wellhausen 
and others, in the last Beatitude mention is made 
of persecutions which are also implied in the saying 
concerning love to one’s enemies. Here we come to 
a question of principle. In modern criticism of the 
Gospel narrative, it constantly happens that every- 
thing which can possibly be a hysteron-proteron 
is at once pronounced to be such with absolute 
certainty. This seems to me to be a form of criti- 
eal conscientiousness which leads to critical narrow- 
mindedness. Of course there are numbers of instances 
of hysteron-proteron in the gospels—the merest 
suggestion of practical aim or purpose leads to a 
hysteron-proteron, and the gospels follow practical 
aims—yet it by no means follows therefrom that 
saying after saying must have been coloured and 
corrected in accordance with the circumstances of 
later times. Very often the saying receives its de- 
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sired practical significance from the very context in 
which it is set without any change from the hand of 
the editor. Must it be that Jesus could not have 
said to His disciples, “Blessed are ye, when men 
revile you, and persecute you, and say all manner of 
evil against you falsely”? Surely even in the life- 
time of Jesus the disciples must have experienced 
such treatment again and again, and in the most 
varied forms; and it seems quite impossible that He 
should not have spoken about it. I confess that I 
cannot understand the objections that are usually 
made to such sayings, and in their removal, as a 
matter of principle, from the genuine sayings of our 
Lord, I discern a most serious error! By this method 
of destructive analysis we are left at last with only 
the critic himself; for, considering the likeness which 
naturally existed between the circumstances of the first 
disciples and of the later community, it is possible 
with very little trouble to object to everything as 
hysteron-proteron. Again, in reference to the per- 
secutions which the Sermon on the Mount has in 
view, it is to be noticed that we do not read, “So 
also have they persecuted me,” but “So persecuted 
they the prophets which were before you.” 

In Q, sections 3-8, 11, 12, nothing is to be found 
which must be assigned to secondary tradition. How 
does it stand with those sections of the Sermon on 
the Mount which can only with probability be 
assigned to Q? The direction, «Ask, and it shall 


1 It is another question whether these sayings in certain cases 
to me, of course, certain. 
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be given you,” together with the similitudes of the 
Bread and the Fish (section 28), the Light and the 
Bushel (31), the saying concerning the eye as the 
light of the body (32), the great discourse concerning 
anxiety (85), the warning against laying up treasure 
on earth (86), the Adversary and the Judge (39),! 
the Strait gate and the Narrow way (41), the Salt 
that had lost its savour (47), the warning against 
serving two masters (49), the word concerning the 
permanent obligation of the Law (51), the saying con- 
cerning divorce (52), and lastly, the Lord’s Prayer 
(27), still remain to be considered.’ In section 28 there 
is nothing that can be objected to as secondary; it 
is, however, well worth noticing that the disciples 
also are reckoned among the zovypoil. We have 
already discussed (pp. 196 ff.) sections 31, 47, and 52. 
In sections 32, 35, 36, 39, 49, even the sharpest eye 
will discover nothing that Jesus could not have said. 
But on section 41 Wellhausen remarks: “The 
eschatological colouring in St. Luke disappears in 
St. Matthew here, just as it does in vi. 19. The 
strait gate is presupposed as something known, for it 
is the needle’s eye of St. Mark x. 25, as we shall see 
in St. Luke. At a still later time Jesus Himself has 
become the Door (St. John x.). From the « one gate’ 
St. Matthew passes on to the ‘two ways,’ leaving, 


1 Note the threat with which it concludes, 

* Perhaps also the word concerning the leaders of the blind 
(section 9), and the saying that the disciple is not above his 
master (10). St. Luke has both sayings in his Sermon on the 
Plain ; St. Matthew has the first in chap. xv,, the second in the 
charge to the disciples in chap. x. (this may have been its original 
position). 
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however, the ‘gate’ in the singular and reserving it for 
the ‘narrow way "—if Lachmann’s reading of vii. 13, 
which I have followed in my translation, is correct. 
The favourite Jewish metaphor of the ‘two ways’ is 
not derived from some such foreign source as the Greek 
legend of Hercules, but from Ps. i. 6, and originally 
from Jer. xxi. 8.” I gladly agree with the last remark, 
and am only sorry that there is in these days need to 
make it; but I cannot follow Wellhausen in what 
precedes. I can neither hold the text of St. Luke for 
the more original (vide supra, pp. 67 f.), nor does 
it seem to me permissible to bring in the “needle’s 
eye” here. The “gate” and the “way” need, in 
my opinion, no interpretation: every one must at 
once understand what they .mean, seeing especially 
that they are sufficiently explained by “the many” 
and “the few.” The eschatological colouring is, 
moreover, clear enough in the version of Q (St. 
Matthew), and nothing secondary can be found in 
the simile that is used. 

In the saying of section 51 concerning the per- 
manent obligation of the Law, Q has given expres- 
sion to our Lord’s attitude towards the Law. We 
may not interpret this saying as pointing to an 
ultimate abolition of the Law, for the emphasis 
does not lie upon this point—on the contrary, the 
meaning is that the Law abides as long as heaven 
and earth abide. There is no ground for disputing 
that this was really what our Lord meant; and yet 
in St. Mark no such saying is to be found—on the 
contrary, it is written in St. Mark xiii. ?0: « Heaven 
and earth shall pass away, but My words shall not 
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pass away.” If it is proposed to bring this saying 
into comparison with the saying in Q—and it is 
almost impossible to avoid doing so—there can then 
be no doubt where the secondary traits are to be 
found. 

There still remains the Lord’s Prayer." Whether 
it ever stood in Q is, as we have already shown, ques- 
tionable, and its original form is a matter of contro- 
versy. If we follow the short form which we have 
given above, the character of a common prayer, and 
in a certain sense of a stereotyped prayer, still re- 
mains. But it is far too hasty a proceeding because 
of this to regard the tradition as secondary. Even 
according to St. Mark our Lord directs His disciples 
to pray, and I doubt whether in the East a prophet 
or teacher has ever given directions concerning prayer 
without giving a pattern prayer. Wellhausen re- 
marks: “Jesus could not give to His disciples a 
stereotyped form for congregational prayer, because 
they did not yet form a congregation ” (« Einl.,” s. 87). 
But does it follow that the Lord’s Prayer is a con- 
gregational prayer because it is a common prayer? 
and did there not exist among the companions of our 
Lord a close bond of discipleship which even during 
his lifetime united them in a common life? Our 
knowledge of the nature of the common fellowship that 
existed in this circle of disciples must be far more 

1 The sayings concerning the leaders of the blind, and that the 
disciple is not above his master and must expect no other fortune 
than he (sections 9, 10), arouse no justifiable suspicion. A sceptic 
will suspect a hysteron-proteron in the second saying—on the 


presupposition that our Lord could have said nothing which might 
also refer to the circumstances of a later time. 
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detailed before we can have the least justification for 
asserting the impossibility of a prayer being given 
them by our Lord. It may, of course, be admitted 
that the Lord’s Prayer in the form given in St. 
Matthew, and indeed even in St. Luke, is liturgical in 
character, and is accordingly a congregational prayer ; 
but this does not hold good of the short form, This 
form, in my opinion, presents nothing that can be 
objected to in point of genuineness. 

Judged in detail and as a whole, all that is pre- 
sented as teaching of our Lord in the Sermon on the 
Mount bears the stamp of unalloyed genuineness. It 
is astonishing that at a time when St. Paul was 
actively engaged in his mission, and when the pro- 
blem of apologetics and the controversy concerning 
the Law were burning questions, the teaching of our 
Lord should have been still so clearly and distinctly 
preserved in the memory of Christians in the simple 
force of its essentially ethical character. 


The didascalia given in the Sermon on the Mount 
were immediately followed in Q by the story of the 
Centurion at Capernaum (section 13). How little the 
compiler of Q cared for chronology is seen from the 
words in which our Lord here looks back upon a 
fairly long period of ministry. Wellhausen (“ Matt.,” 
s. $6) is of opinion that Q here, in strong contrast to 
St. Mark, lays the greatest emphasis upon the miracle 
wrought simply by a word and at a distance, and, 
moreover, he thinks that the centurion may be a 
duplicate of Jairus. In regard to the latter point, 
the stories seem to me far too different to allow 

o 
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of the experiment of deriving one from the other; 
but Wellhausen’s first assertion demands detailed 
examination. 

(1) When we consider the import of this section in 
the context of Q, we cannot but wonder that it stands 
in Q at all if its point lies in the miracle. - On this 
supposition it falls out of the sphere of Q, which is 
elsewhere a compilation of discourses.” 

(2) If one looks more closely one sees that the 
point of the narrative does not lie in the miracle 
of healing, but in the great faith of the heathen 
centurion (just as in the story of the Canaanitish 
woman) in the unlimited power of our Lord; for it 
is the word of our Lord testifying to this faith, not 
the word of healing, which forms the climax of the 
narrative. The word of healing comes in haltingly at 
the close m St. Matthew, and is not even mentioned im 
St. Luke. 

(3) This in itself is decisive enough, but we may 
perhaps proceed a step further. We have above 
(p- 77) left the question open as to the conclusion 
of this section in Q. St. Matthew concludes it much 
in the same way as the story of the Canaanitish 
woman: xat elrev o ‘Incovs tw éxaTovrapxy * 
[vray], ws eriorevoas yevnOyrw corr Kat taOy 6 mais 
év Ty wpa éxeivyy. St. Luke writes quite summarily 
(and with three participles, thus in his own style): 
kat Umootpévavres eis Tov olkov of reucpOdvTes edpov 

1 We may at the same time question whether St. Mark really 
would have rejected a miracle wrought at a distance (vide the 
Canaanitish woman), 


2 In the Beelzebub section the miracle only gives the occasion 
of a long and most significant discourse of our Lord, 


Q AND ST. MARK 211 


Tov dovAov vytaivovta. Not a single word in these two 
conclusions is identical. 'This is very strange. What 
then may we suppose was the conclusion of Q? We 
cannot tell. Since this is so, it seems to me to be not 
too bold an hypothesis to assume that in Q either 
nothing at all was said about the cure, or that in this 
source there stood something quite different from 
what we read in St. Matthew and St. Luke. Either 
alternative is possible, and not improbable ;* it is at 
all events certain that the concluding verse, both in 
St. Matthew and also in St. Luke, is suspicious. 
Neither is it surprising that they have both inde- 
pendently of one another given the story the con- 
clusion which we now read. 

If the point of this passage lies in a short saying 
of our Lord, in which He testifies to the receptivity 
of a Gentile, and if the miraculous cure takes a 
secondary place, having been either not narrated at 
all or described in some other form, then there is 
nothing strange in the fact that the narrative occurs 
in Q,* nor can it be described as containing tradition 
which is secondary to that of St. Mark. ‘The Baptist 
had already proclaimed in warning tones that God 
could raise up from the stones children to Abraham, 
and the story of the Canaanitish woman (St. Mark) 
affords an important parallel to our section. 

1 In the case of the Canaanitish woman, our Lord also shows 
reluctance in performing the cure. 

2 Wernle (‘‘Synoptische Frage,” s, 232) thinks that we are 
forced to conclude that the section was interpolated in Q at a 
later time, seeing that it conflicts with the Judaistic tendency of 


Q; but Q does not bear the traces of a Judaism which would not 
allow the expression of such appreciation of faith in a Gentile. 
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The passages in the gospels referring to the sending 
forth of the disciples contain much tradition of a 
secondary character, but it does not therefore follow 
that the event itself is impossible or improbable how- 
ever certain it is that we have here an intermixture 
of later elements. Wellhausen says (“ Mark.,” s. 46, on 
St. Mark vi. 7 ff): «“'The twelve only make an ex- 
periment, and afterwards are just as dependent and 
passive as before, although the experiment is a success. 
In fact, Jesus did not institute experimental missions 
as an exercise for His seminary.” But the fact of the 
sending forth of the disciples itself is too strongly 
attested by the twofold tradition in St. Mark and Q to 
allow of its being summarily rejected, nor is it in itself 
improbable that our Lord thought that, in the short 
space of time allowed Him, He must provide for the 
widest possible circulation of His message of the near 
approach of the Kingdom. Yet we are not here con- 
cerned with the fact itself; the question for us is only 
the relationship of the account in Q to the account in 
St. Mark. They are, partly in subject-matter, partly 
almost verbally, identical, and are combined together 
in St. Matthew, but in St. Luke (chaps. ix. and x.) 
they are kept apart from one another. In the 
parallel sections where the text of @ can no longer be 
ascertained with certainty (therefore they are included 
in brackets in our construction of the text), the chief 
difference is that St. Mark allows a staff and sandals, 
while @ does not. The version of St. Mark seems to 
me to reflect a relaxation which had arisen in actual 
practice. In Q the missionary charge to the disciples 
was preceded by the story of two men, of whom one 
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offered himself as a disciple and the other wished first 
to bury his father (section 17). It is related for the 
sake of the two sayings of our Lord that it contains, 
in the former of which the expression “Son of Man” 
is found for the first time in Q. The sayings bear 
the stamp of perfect genuineness. Then followed 
(section 18) the saying concerning the greatness of the 
harvest and the paucity of labourers. Wellhausen 
(“ Matt.” s, 44) remarks: «'The harvest elsewhere is 
the end of the world, and the reapers are the angels. 
If by the lord of the harvest we must understand that 
God is signified, then the prayer does not quite corre- 
spond with the active intervention of Jesus who, in 
what follows, Himself sends forth the reapers.” This 
objection has some weight—however, it does not seem 
to me to be decisive against the originality of the 
tradition: the simile of the harvest can well have 
been variously applied by our Lord Himself—In the 
missionary charge to the disciples there would be a 
most important difference between St. Mark and Q 
if it were true that the former speaks only of the 
private mission in houses, while Q speaks also of the 
mission in cities. Wellhausen (« Luk.,” s. 49) says: 
«The public mission in the cities is later than the 
secret mission in the house, just as the reception into 
the city is later than that into the house. Accord- 
ingly St. Mark, who speaks only of the house, has the 
priority over Q; for it is not doubtful, and is indeed 
correctly recognised by St. Matthew, that St. Mark 
vi. 7 ff. and St. Luke x. 1 ff. are variants which must 
be compared together.” But in Q the mission to the 
cities did not stand in the place of the mission in the 
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house, both stood together side by side. 'This is not re- 
dundant, nor is it in the strictest sense tautologous. The 
horizon of our Lord’s missionary outlook included cities 
as well as households, vide the Woe against Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum. We cannot therefore see 
why directions concerning the mission in cities should 
be later in date than those concerning the mission in 
the houses; in practice, as is shown by the most 
ancient records, both phases of the mission coincided 
in point of time. But the whole presupposition that 
the mission in the cities is wanting in St. Mark is 
to me very questionable. According to Wellhausen 
there is in St. Mark vi. 10, 11, no difference between 
oikia and Té7ros, this however is not, in my opinion, the 
interpretation that first suggests itself, rather rds, 
as usual, signifies city,” but the mission in the city and 
in the house are conceived as one and the same; and 
thus no real difference can be discovered here between 
St. Mark and Q.—The warning iu Q, that it would 
be more tolerable for Sodom in the Judgment than 
for the perverse cities (section 22), presents no diffi- 
culty——I pass by section 24 (vide supra)—In section 
34° Q proclaims that words spoken against the Son of 
Man will be forgiven; this is wanting in St. Mark. 
This fact is in favour of the priority of Q; Well- 
hausen’s argument to the contrary (“ Matt.,” s. 62 f.) is 
not convincing. In section 34*, which otherwise shows 
all the signs of the earliest tradition, it is possible 
that the duty of confession of the person of Jesus 
may be a secondary trait; but it is not necessary to 
suppose this, and the promise: «I will acknowledge 
Him in the presence of the angels of God™ (thus at 


Q AND ST. MARK 215 


the Judgment), sounds very primitive. The same 
must be said of section 38: it is possible to regard 
it as a vaticinium ex eventu; but why might not our 
Lord foretell the result of His preaching, seeing that 
other prophets have made similar predictions? He 
must have seen how that even in His lifetime His 
preaching had brought division into families and had 
separated those who were nearest to one another. I 
pass by the closely related section 45, because it is not 
quite certain that it belongs to Q.—In section 46 
(Bearing the cross) we have probably a hysteron- 
proteron,’ but certainly a primitive one. The saying 
concerning the finding and losing of the soul (section 
47) presents no difficulty. 

These passages which we have here discussed briefly 
have some other parallels in our second gospel, apart 
from St. Mark vi. 7-11. St. Mark also writes, 
parallel to section $4¢ (iv. 22): ov ydp éeorw kpumroy, 
éav my Wa pavepwOy ovde eyévero aroxpupor, aAX’ iva 
€AOy eis avepov (this looks like a translation-variant 
of an identical Semitic text), again again parallel to section 
46 (viii. 34): et Tis Oéret oTicw jou erDeiy, arapyy- 
cucOw éavrov Kal apatw Tov eTavpoV avTOU Kal akoAou- 
Oeirw jot, again parallel to section 57 (viii. 35): ds 
éav OéAy Thy uxny cera, arodre avTiy’ Os 0” ay 


1 The hypothesis of a reference to the custom that one con- 
demned to be crucified was compelled to bear the transverse beam 
of his cross is, of course, not satisfactory. On the other hand, we 
may perhaps conjecture, as Reinach has lately pointed out again, 
that the crucifixion of the righteous man, in accordance with the 
well-known passage in Plato and Ps. xxii., had become a typical 
and widely spread conception. Yet much is still wanting to 
establish this hypothesis, 
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amorérer Thy \buxnvy a’rou Evexev e€uovd cal rot 
evayyeAtiov, cwra avrijy, lastly, parallel to section 
24—-yet this saying did not perhaps occur in Q at all 
—(ix. 37): Os av eué déynrat, ovk éué déyerar GANG 
Tov awooreiAavra we. Nowhere here does Q show 
itself secondary to St. Mark, indeed the contrary is 
the case; for the anachronistic addition, évexey éuov 
Kat TOU evayyeAiov, is foreign to Q.—Hence in these 
commandments to the disciples Q is neither dependent 
upon St. Mark nor secondary when compared with 
that gospel. It is not surprising that identical sayings 
should be found here and in St. Mark; for these 
directions of our Lord certainly stood in the forefront 
of tradition, and could not but be received into every 
compilation thereof. 


There now follows the great discourse concerning 
the Baptist (sections 14, 15), occasioned by the ques- 
tion brought by a deputation of St. John’s disciples ; 
to this there is no parallel in St. Mark. The story, 
together with the discourse, is so important, and 
bears at the same time so clearly the stamp of 
genuineness—in the first place because of the candid 
admission of the doubt of St. John; then because our 
Lord’s ministry of healing appears as His characteristic 
work ! (thus involving the near approach of the King- 
dom of God); and lastly, because, together with a 
most valuable account of the Baptist, we have here 
from the mouth of our Lord an appreciation of his 
person and mission. Only the words, 6 de uuporepos 

1 The considerations which Wellhausen advances in order to 


prove the probability that the words are to be understood allegori- 
cally, do not seem to me to have much force, 
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ev TH Baoireia Tov Oeot peiCwv avrov ertwy, look like 
a hysteron-proteron (from the standpoint of the 
Christian community); whether they are really so 
cannot be ascertained, for we do not know how far 
our Lord went in this direction. In St. Matthew it 
is indeed very probable that BaciAcia Tov @eou has 
much the same significance as éxxAyoia, but can we 
say the same of Q? Now follows the passage with 
the wonderful comparison between children at play 
and the nation which advanced such peevish claims 
upon its leaders. Wellhausen presses the double j\Gev 
in section 15, and argues: “'The tenses for John and 
Jesus are exactly the same. If then John here be- 
longs to the past, so also does Jesus.” If this kind 
of argument is intended to prove that the discourse 
belongs to a later time than that of our Lord, I do 
not understand it. Our Lord’s ministry had already 
lasted a considerable time, and His life (in contrast 
to that of St. John) was in the full view of the public 
eye. Why then could He not have spoken as He 
speaks here? or, rather, in what other way would 
Wellhausen have Him speak? This discourse also, in 
my opinion, bears both as a whole and in detail the 
stamp of originality. There is nothing that can be 
said against it, except that it may possibly be a hysteron- 
proteron, but that is no objection at all; the less so 
seeing that the words “idot avOpwros aryos kal oivo- 
worn: ” do not exactly suggest the prevalence here of 
later tradition. It is also a good sign that nothing 
is recorded concerning the result of the question of 
St. John, so that the Baptist is, as it were, left in a 
state of doubt. 
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It is possible that section 23 (the Woe against the 
cities) now followed in Q. The “ duvduets ai yevomevat 
év uuiv” are what make the cities so inexcusable. It 
is the same idea upon which emphasis is laid in the 
answer to St. John in the preceding section (the acts 
of our Lord compel faith; if in spite of these He is 
rejected, the reason can only be hardness of heart); 
also the statement that Tyre and Sidon would have 
repented is to be compared with section 30. We 
_ thus perceive that these sections are closely bound 
together, so far as their subject-matter is concerned, 
by one and the same idea. 


The following section (25), the great thanksgiving 
to the Father, is at present regarded by many 
critics as altogether secondary, indeed as a Christian 
hymn. I cannot bring myself to agree with them, 
and I am glad to see that Schmiedel also judges 
otherwise (“ Das vierte Evangelium,” 1906, s. 48 #f.). 
As to whether the section is genuine word for word, 
who is there that can assert this and who can prove 
it? But it can be shown that it contains concep- 
tions which fit in with our Lord’s genuine sphere of 
thought. We do not know when it was that these 
words of exulting joy were uttered. They stand 
in sharp contrast to the preceding section. Our 
Lord here thanks the Father that He has never- 
theless met with success—success for His message and 
in His teaching (for “ravra” can only mean this)— 
and that among the simple folk. The rejection 
on the part of the wise and prudent, and the rejec- 
_tion of these prudent ones by our Lord, are traits 
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which are certainly neither unhistorical nor abnormal 
(they find their echo in St. Paul’s first epistle to the 
Corinthians). If, however, “raira” signifies « know- 
ledge” or « doctrine,” the meaning also of “ ravra” 
is thus fixed—it signifies, as indeed we see from what 
follows, “the knowledge of God.” Wellhausen is 
correct in saying: “In this context there is no 
reference made to power but to knowledge, to insight 
into divine things, to the true nature of religion. 
All doctrine and all knowledge is with the Jews 
‘mapadoots, the rapadocis, however, of Jesus pro- 
ceeds directly from God, not from men.” Our Lord 
here uses the word « Ilarjo”—most probably not 
“maTip wov”—just as in the introduction « Tarep 
Kupte Tov ovpavod Kat ris yas.” The absolute use of 
“the Father, the Son” is likewise found in St. Mark 
(xiii. $2) and is accordingly no sign of the secondary 
character of Q as compared with St. Mark. The 
conclusion: «No man hath knowledge of the Father 
except the Son, and to whomsoever the Son will 
reveal Him,” says nothing about an “eternal” 
relationship between the Father and the Son, but 
simply expresses an historical fact. It does not 
lie beyond the line which is drawn in St. Matt. 
xiii. 16, 17 (Gud maxaprot of opOarpol, Gre Brérovew 
xTA,)) in St. Matt. xi. 9-11 (concerning the Baptist), 
and in St. Matt. xii. 38 ff. (a greater than 
Jonah and Solomon). The union in this exultant 
thanksgiving of elements of ecstatic elevation, of 
which individual examples can be found elsewhere, 
is no sign of secondariness—or is Jesus the only one 
to whom we may not ascribe ecstatic utterance such 
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as.one expects from every great prophet? The 
saying thus contains nothing that can be objected 
to, and may therefore be used as one of the 
most important sources of our knowledge of the 
personality of our Lord. In St. Mark we find 
parallels to separate traits of the saying, but no 
parallel to the whole; this evangelist with his 
restless and hasty temperament was incapable of 
reproducing such an utterance.’ 


The Beelzebub section (29), which is given not 
for the sake of the miracle of healing but of the 
discourse, has a parallel in St. Mark; in St. Matthew 
and St. Luke the Markan text is so intermingled 
with @ that one can only make certain of remnants 
of the latter source There is an inclination to 
discover secondary traits in Q in the clause: apa 
epOacev ed’ vuas 9 Bacidela rod Oeov, and in the 
saying: o uy @y pet emov Kat’ euod eat, Kal oO 
pay cuvaywv per’ euod cxopriCe, for in the former 
the Kingdom is described as already present; and 
in the latter there is a proclamation of the dogma 
‘extra ecclesiam nulla salus,” so that it is less 
original than St. Mark ix. 40 («He who is not 


1 For further detail vide Excuraus I.—The continuation of 
this saying in St. Matt. (xi, 28-30) is regarded by many critics 
as its real continuation. But if it is so, and if it stood in Q, why 
has St, Luke omitted it? It was just what would have appealed 
to him. Besides, its connection with verses 25-27 is rather super- 
ficial than essential, The question of its genuineness is not 
affected by the decision that it is independent of the preceding 


verses. 
* This is especially so at the beginning. 
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against you is for you”). But St. Mark also says, 
if indeed only indirectly (iii. 27), that the kingdom 
of Satan is drawing to its close, because the “ strong 
man” is now bound; the direct statement ought 
not to be treated in contrast as a later develop- 
ment of the thought. In regard to the following 
saying, no one has yet thoroughly ascertained its 
connection with its context in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; it is therefore still less possible to say 
what was intended by the saying in Q. I do not see 
why we must suppose that the saying implies “ extra 
ecclesiam nulla salus.” Even if, as, is probable, 
cuvaye and okopmiCey are to be interpreted in 
accordance with the metaphor of a flock (cuvaryew 
is also used of grain [section 1] in the discourse 
of the Baptist), yet these are well-known prophetic 
termini technici for the leading of Israel to God 
and their alienation from Him, into which we have 
no right without special reasons to read an ecclesias- 
tical significance, even if St. Matthew thus understood 
them. Moreover, our Lord certainly more than 
once spoke of His own cuvayew. We had better 
neglect altogether a comparison of this saying with the 
seemingly contradictory saying of St. Mark ix. 40 
(St. Luke has both sayings); for these sayings occur 
in different contexts and could both of them have 
been quite well spoken by our Lord. If, however, 
it is thought that we must not desert the principle 
of the critical school, which in such cases aims at 
unification, then we may well ask whether the more 
original saying is not the one which is exclusive 


1 According to D, The Greek codices have the first person, 
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and which does not transfer to the disciples the pre- 
rogative of Jesus. Arguments at least can be brought 
forward on either side, hence: “non liquet”! Lastly, 
in the passage which is appended in Q, the ironical 
criticism of the results of exorcisms is so paradoxical, 
so singular, and without all “Gospel” significance, 
that no one will dispute its originality. 

The section concerning the sign of Jonah (30), if 
we only remove the artful interpolation in St. Matthew, 
is of peculiar simplicity and force. This evil and 
adulterous generation must repent, and if in frivolity 
it seeks for signs, it receives only the preacher of re- 
pentance, as did the Ninevites—yet a greater than 
Jonah; nevertheless it abides unrepentant. What 
objection can one wish to make against the genuine- 
ness of this discourse ?* 

The sections which now follow, 33, 43 (the Woe 
against the Pharisees and the announcement of judg- 
ment upon Jerusalem), 56 (the warning against 
false Messiahs ; the discourse concerning the Parousia), 
58 (Whosoever hath, to him shall be given), 37 (The 
coming of the Son of Man as a thief in the night; 
the faithful and unfaithful steward), and 59 (‘The 
disciples will judge the twelve tribes), so far as we 
can judge, formed the conclusion of Q.* Section 58 

1 The story of the refusal of the demand for a sign also stands 
in St. Mark (viii. 11 £.), but in an entirely independent form, which 
cannot have been the source of Q. St, Mark says nothing of the 
sicn of Jonah in the reply with which the demand was dismissed 
—a trait which with its bitter irony cannot have been invented, 
In St. Matthew it is transformed, because in its summary plainness 
it seemed to the evangelist insufficient and unsuitable. 

2 And also the two parables of the Great Supper and of the 
Talents, if they really stood in Q (vide supra, pp, 119 {f.). 
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is also found in St. Mark (iv. 25). Sections 33, 34, 
have been discussed above (pp. 103 ff., 168 ff.). The 
flagrant anachronism, which Wellhausen thinks must 
be accepted in the case of Zacharias, is in all probability 
not to be laid to the charge of Q. Sections 33, 43, 
are already eschatological in character; the same is 
true of 56, 37, 58, 59. The warning against false 
Messiahs in section 56 may be an anachronism; but 
this does not mean that it is one. Otherwise they all 
bear the stamp of genuineness, and stand in brilliant 
contrast to the detailed eschatological discourses in St. 
Mark, 'The promise to the Twelve that they would 
rule Israel after the Parousia, most clearly shows the 
Jewish horizon. Q has transmitted no discourses 
concerning the Passion. 


There now remain only the isolated sayings—26, 
40, 42, 44, 48, 50, 53, 54,55. We can no longer dis- 
cover their position in Q. If in St. Matthew section 
26 stands in place of St. Mark iv. 13 (reproach of 
the disciples), this implies nothing for Q, seeing that 
St. Luke has the saying in a quite different place 
(x. 23°, 24). The saying itself shows no trace of 
later colouring, neither do the three parables of the 
Mustard Seed, the Leaven, and the Lost Sheep in 
sections 40 and 48; they give rather the impression 
of exquisite originality."—-The saying that the Gentiles 
would sit at meat with the Patriarchs in the Kingdom 


1 Vide Jiilicher “Gleichnisse II.” s, 569 ff., 314 ff.—The parable 
of the Mustard Seed, which also stands in St. Mark (iv. 30-32), 
is somewhat shorter and more concise in Q than in the second 
gospel. 
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of God, while the sons of the Kingdom would be cast 
out (section 42), presents a thought similar to that of 
the Baptist’s warning. The sympathy with the Gen- 
tiles does not pass beyond the bounds which the 
prophets of the Old Testament had already reached ; 
the figure of the feast is genuinely Jewish—The 
saying concerning pride (section 44) is also found in 
St. Mark.—The statement concerning the position of 
the Law and the Prophets in the history of religion 
(section 50), and the saying combined with it wherein 
the epoch “from John until now” is marked off, 
arouse the suspicion of later composition; but the 
three stages, “ Prophets, John, Jesus,” are also dis- 
tinguished in section 14, and there the genuineness 
of the distinction can scarcely be disputed. Here 
again we have no means of judging with certainty 
what our Lord could say and could not say, strange 
though this marking off of a period “from the days 
of John until now” may seem (the saying must have 
been spoken after the death of the Baptist, and also 
stands in St. Luke at a very much later point than 
section 14). Besides, it is difficult to ascertain the 
wording and the significance of the saying. Does it 
mean that the Prophets and the Law lasted until 
John, or that they prophesied until John? Has 
“they lasted” the same signification as “they were 
in force,” or as “no more new prophets appeared”? 
What is meant by “'The Kingdom of God is taken by 
storm”? and who are those « who take it by storm ” ? 
The original character of the expression is a strong 
guarantee for the genuineness of the saying itself. No 
more can be said.—The short saying, « It is necessary 
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instance led us to conclude that Q is dependent upon 
St. Mark, and scarcely ever to acknowledge that Q, 
from the historical point of view, is inferior to St. 
Mark; in several instances, indeed, they have con- 
vinced us of the superiority of the former to the 
latter. There exists, of course, a relationship between 
Q and St. Mark, even a literary relationship, but it 
is confined to only a few sections and is evidently 
indirect—i.e. both have received and delivered some 
tradition in the same fixed form, but as a rule in a 
different translation. ‘The dependence of St. Mark 
upon Q—for if there exists a relationship of direct 
dependence between the two this would be the only 
possible hypothesis—is also difficult to establish; for 
this assumption is nowhere demanded, and the attitude 
of St. Mark towards Q would in this case be almost 
unintelligible. Whether St. Mark had knowledge of 
much that has been taken up into Q, whether, more- 
over, he Betrays this knowledge in some passages of 
his work, whether behind St. Mark (and known to 
him) there did not lie compilations of sayings of our 
Lord that had strong points of similarity with Q, are 
different questions which might well be answered in 
the affirmative; but that this evangelist made use of 
Q, no one will be able to prove. The most striking 
instance of relationship between the two—the simi- 
larity in the order in the opening sections of each— 
need not be in any way a literary relationship, as 
we have already remarked, but is explained from 
the customary order of catechetical instruction in 
the apostolic epoch. ‘The Galilean horizon, within 
which Q seems to move more exclusively than 
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St. Mark, must be simply accepted as an historical 
fact.* 

1 This definition of the relationship between Q and St. Mark 
agrees essentially with that of Holtzmann, Wernle, Bousset (in a 
review of Wellbausen’s Kinleitung in the ‘Theol. Rundschau”’), 
and of Jiilicher; but Jiilicher (Einleitung’, 5s, 320 ff.) believes 
that he is compelled to make some important concessions to Well- 
hausen’s criticism. He finds that this scholar has shown that it 
is extremely probable that the edition of Q used by St. Matthew and 
St. Luke was posterior in time to St. Mark. In support of this 
theory, he adduces the story of the Temptation, of the centurion 
at Capernaum (healing at a distance, which it is implied pre- 
supposes a more developed craving for the miraculous than the 
simple stories of healing in St. Mark), the “undoubtedly later" 
version in Q of the saying: ‘‘ Whosoever is not with Me, &c.,”" also 
of the saying concerning blasphemy, and of the saying concerning 
light. In these cases, however, he assumes no literary dependence. 
There is, of course, nothing against St. Mark’s having sometimes 
given a tradition in a more original form than Q, but among the 
instances given—they have been already discussed above—I can 
recognise scarcely one of which this is true. The saying concern- 
ing blasphemy in Q, when compared with St. Mark, does not seem 
secondary ; the “light” in Q had no reference to the disciples (this 
reference was first introduced by St. Matthew); whether the two 
sayings, “He that is not with Me is against Me,” and “He that 
is not against you is for you,” ought to be confronted with one 
another at all is doubtful, and even if they are so confronted, the 
decision as regards priority is uncertain; in other places, at all 
events, the latter trait counts as the more original The pericope 
concerning the centurion has its point not in the healing at a 
distance but in the faith of the Gentile, and the story of the 
Temptation in St. Mark most probably presupposes a fuller de- 
scription and one which differed from that of Q. Jiilicher then 
(s. 821 f.) proceeds to sketch a conjectural history of the origin 
of Q, in which he holds a development by successive steps as 
probable ; at a distinct moment in the history of this development 
the plan of St. Mark is supposed to have influenced Q; on the 
other hand, it seems natural, indeed quite necessary, to explain 
St, Mark’s neglect of so many important discourses of our Lord 
from the circumstance that a compilation of discourses was already 
in the hands of the faithful. ‘ Accordingly Q would be both older 
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first come into existence after the time that the 
gospel-type—sayings, miracles, and Passion, proof of 
Messiahship—had been created by St. Mark; for Q 
cannot possibly be regarded as a completion of St. 
Mark’s gospel, and the gospel- -type, after it had once 
arisen, established itself with sovereign authority (com- 
pare the apocryphal with the canonical gospels). 

An inquiry into the character of the subject-matter 
of Q will confirm this verdict. I shall attempt in 
what follows to summarise the main characteristics 
of the contents of Q. 

The great sermons, which take up so much of the 
space and form the principal part of Q (corresponding 
to St. Matt, v.—vii., x.), comprise directions to the dis- 
ciples (first in presence of the people, then privately). 
Everywhere ‘where the interests of Christological 
apology did not as yet preponderate, the interest in 
the commandments of Jesus stood in the foreground. 
We can see that this is so from the time of St. Paul 
to Justin, but we can trace it still further. Naturally 
the Christians set themselves in the place of the dis- 
ciples, and applied to themselves what was once said 
to these. And yet we find in Q very few traces of 
conscious or unconscious modification of the sayings. 
Ecclesiastical organisation and the Church, as St. 
Matthew knows them, do not appear in Q. The 
sayings apply to the individual even when they are 
addressed to a multitude. The controversy of Chris- 
tianity with Judaism as between two distinct religious 
principles, the opposition of the old and new precepts, 
are wanting; only in reference to divorce does Jesus 
go beyond the Law. Elsewhere it is said that the 
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Law abides so long as heaven and earth remain. 
The Jewish horizon and Jewish sentiment are also 
shown in the fact that the bliss of the Kingdom of 
God is pictured ‘as a sitting at meat with Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, and in the promise to the apostles 
that they should rule the twelve tribes of Israel. But 
the opposition to the present generation in Israel, to 
the “evil and adulterous generation,” which would 
bend the men of God to its will, and the conflict 
against its spiritual rulers the Pharisees, are nowhere 
more sharply brought out than in this source. The 
children of the Kingdom will be cast out; weeping 
and gnashing of teeth await them; it will be more 
tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrha than for Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum, and a fearful Woe is 
launched against the Pharisees. The expression of 
friendliness towards the Gentiles—who in place of 
the children of the Kingdom will feast with Abraham 
—fits without difficulty into the picture, or rather 
offers no greater difficulty than earlier utterances of 
a similar purport found in the Prophets. The same 
remarks apply to the emphasis laid upon the faith of 
the Gentile centurion. ‘The commandments in detail, 
though they are so different and so manifold, never- 
theless breathe one and the same spirit—a spirit one 
in its austere assertion of the unique claim of good- 
ness, in its recognition of the absolute sovereignty of 
Good—that is, of God—in the heart, a spirit which 
declares itself in humility, in trustful prayer, in loye 


1 The Law and the Prophets. The latter stand in the foreground. 
Their lot to suffer persecution is the point upon which our Lord 
lays special stress, vide sections 3, 33, 43, 
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and placability, in the renunciation of earthly rights, 
earthly goods, and earthly cares, and lastly, in the 
readiness to suffer. Neither is there lacking a sense 
of the necessity of repentance; for this is implicit in 
all these commandments (vide supra, pp. 201 f.), and 
is, moreover, strongly emphasised in section 30 (cf. 
23). ‘Taken as a whole, we have here our Lord’s 
own rule of life and all His promises—a summary of 
genuine ordinances transforming the life, such as is 
not to be found elsewhere in the Gospel. Their 
noblest characteristic is their implicit assumption of 
the self-evidence of their claim, because man belongs 
to God; in this lies the force of their appeal. 

It is not otherwise in the sections belonging to the 
great charge at the sending forth of the disciples. 
The words are austere and stern in tone; scarcely 
ever is the terrifying prospect lightened otherwise 
than by reference to the «« World to come,” or by the 
comfort that the foe cannot kill the soul. On earth 
nothing but the fate of the Prophets is to be ex- 
pected. God’s good and gracious will, and His 
providentia circa minimum, is recognisable only when 
all is over; until then He never makes up His 
account; yet He gives “good things” to those who 
ask Him for them, and He knows the needs of His 
children. 

In these discourses and sayings the term “the 
Kingdom of God” is of frequent occurrence.’ It 
is regarded as belonging to the future in section 12 
(Not all that say Lord, Lord, shall enter into the 
Kingdom of God), in section 16 (Proclaim that the 

1 Q and St. Mark agree in this characteristic. 
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is stunted in the interest of a meagre and inferior 
unity. Behind and above the dramatic eschatology 
stands the “eschatology” that God is guided by 
Justice in His rewards and punishments, and that 
His will is expressed in the moral law, to which man 
must offer himself a living sacrifice. 

The proof that Q is essentially a homogeneous 
and an ancient source, is ultimately based upon the 
nature of its description of the personality of our 
Lord. Here the following observations may be 
made :— 

(1) As has already been noticed above (pp. 170 f.) 
@ omits any reference to the Passion. Even if 
the probable object of the compilation—namely, to 
record the “ Adyot rot xupiov "Inco, obs ehadnoev 
d:dacxwv”—be kept well in view, this is still an 
extraordinary circumstance. However, this extra- 
ordinary circumstance is a fact from which we cannot 
escape, and it proves at all events that we have to 
do with a very ancient compilation. 


1 A sceptic acquainted with the comparative history of religions 
will perhaps find even more here. He will argue as follows: The 
most ancient source which we possess for the life of Jesus knows 
nothing of His death upon the cross. This is the more strange 
in that we have here no amorphous collection of sayings, but one 
which begins with stories telling us of a consecration to Messiah- 
ship and of a Messianic temptation successfully withstood, If 
this source had an historical introduction, it must also have 

an historical conclusion—i.e, it must have given a 
narrative of the Passion—if this really happened. Seeing that no 
such narrative is given, the Passion did not really take place, 
This doubt receives confirmation when it is once considered that 
the Passion (and that indeed as a death upon the cross) is bound 
up closely with the Resurrection, and together with it formed in 
certain circles a@ constant element in the history of the Christ (long 
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our Lord has been established in the introduction 
(the stories of [the Baptism and] the Temptation), 
is only implicit, receiving its determination from 
the introduction (with the exception of section 25 
and the Announcement of the Second Coming). 
This of itself is a proof that the compilation in Q 
was imtended solely for the Christian community and 
was addressed to those who did not require the assurance 
that their Teacher was also the Son of God. Of course 
the apologetic epoch of Christian doctrinal tradition 
dated from the first origin of the Christian com- 
munity, but there is no need to assume that 
apologetical interests affected the details of that 
tradition from the very beginning. ‘This indeed 
is just what is shown in Q. 

(3) But although Q was not compiled in the 
interests of Christological apologetics, it is never- 
theless rich in discourses and sayings in which 
special prominence is given and special attention 
is drawn to the personality of Jesus. The following 
sections are to the point: 1, 2, 12, 18-15, 17, 18, 
(19), 22-26, 29, 30, 31, 34*, 34”, 37, 38, 43, 45, 46, 
50, 56, 59. What do we learn from these ? 

After St. John had drawn attention to the One 
coming after him who was greater than he, and 
had described him as one who would appear with 
the fire of judgment (in complete agreement with 
the eschatological phase of the Messianic expecta- 
tion), Q then probably proceeded to narrate the 
baptism of our Lord, together with the descent 
of the Spirit and the voice from heaven, by which 
He was marked off as the Son of God (the Messiah) 
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it is decided whether a man is building his house 
a rock or on sand; the mere saying “ Lord, Lord,” 
is worthless (12). 

The story of the Centurion which now follows (13) 
is intended to give an instance not so much of the 
miraculous power of our Lord as of the faith of 
the Gentile; it only shows us implicitly that 
wondrous forces stood at His command. Jesus 
claims absolute faith and finds it—not in Israel, 
but among the Gentiles. If this story, and this 
story alone, broke the context of the sayings which 
stand in St. Matt. v.—vii. and viii—x., it accordingly 
gains extraordinary significance, but this significance 
is not Christological. 

In the charge to the disciples, and in the two 
sections which precede it (17 and 18), the special 
significance of the personality of our Lord is stated 
again only indirectly but the more impressively. 
Now is the field ripe unto harvest (18), but the 
labourers are few; to be a labourer means to follow 
Jesus wherever He goes, even to the extreme point 
of destitution,’ and to follow Him renouncing all 
earlier relationships, even that to one’s own father 
(17); for «I am come not to bring peace, but the 
sword, and to set nearest relations at variance with 

1 Notice that the saying: “Foxes have holes, &c.,” says nothing 
of the following even unto death, but only unto the bitterest 
poverty. What a sign of genuineness! In section 46 however 
it is otherwise ; there the bearing of the cross is demanded as the 
necessary form of discipleship, It is, as already noticed, the only 
passage \in which the death upon the cross is referred toin Q. As 
has been shown, it is not certain whether “I send you as sheep 
into the midst of wolves,” and “‘ He that receiveth you, receiveth 
Me, &c.,” stood in Q. 
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such a discourse! But, on the other hand, we must 
bear in mind that in Q it stands in the midst of a 
context whose interest is purely ethical, and that Q’s 
aims are not those of apologetical Christology. We 
must further remember that it is purely a petitio 
principii to assume that our Lord could not Himself 
have spoken concerning matters which also in after 
times claimed men’s attention and were the subject 
of their discussion. Why could He not haye given 
expression to His views concerning the Baptist just 
as we read in Q, seeing that the context (St. Matt. 
xi. 4-6 and xi. 16-19) is as trustworthy as it is 
possible to imagine it to be? Must we not, indeed, 
confess that He was simply compelled to express 
Himself concerning the Baptist, and that there is 
nothing extraordinary in the fact that He on the one 
hand subordinated St. John to Himself, and on the 
other ranked him above the Prophets? Nothing else, 
however, nothing more of essential importance, is said 
about him, with the exception of the scarcely genuine 
amo Tore éws apti. That in the background of the 
_whole discourse there lies the presupposition «I am 
He,” affords no ground for suspicion; if so, one must 
draw the pen through the whole content of the gospels. 

The following pericope (section 25), to which sec- 
tion 26 perhaps belongs, has been already discussed 
above from the Christological standpoint (pp. 218 ff.). 
It forms the climax of our Lord’s self-revelation, and 
yet it does not assert more than that He had been 
permitted to bring to the simple ones the knowledge 
of God—that knowledge which He alone as the Son 
(the Messiah) was the first to receive, and which He 

Q 
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section 43: ov uy we Wyre aw apre tws av (Ey Gre) 
clrnre’ evAOryNMEVOS G EpXOMEvos év GvOMaTL Kupiou, in 
section 37 where it lies at the foundation of the 
whole section, and in section 56 where it likewise 
dominates every sentence. In the first section the 
destruction of Jerusalem (of the Temple?) is also 
foretold, but only in words quoted from a more 
ancient prophecy. In the second section the thought 
of the Second Coming is employed to enforce the 
need of watchfulness, of preparedness, of conscientious 
faithfulness; in the third section a description is 
given of the state of the world at the Second Coming 
—just as it was in the days of Noah—and of the 
awful suddenness and unexpectedness of that coming ; 
a warning is also given against false Messiahs. Per- 
haps the last saying that stood in Q is section 59: 
« Ye, that follow Me, shall sit upon twelve thrones, 
judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” This saying 
affords us the strongest imaginable testimony that Q 
is dominated by the belief in the Messiahship of 
Jesus; the fact of the Messiahship is proved in the 
introduction, it is presupposed as self-evident from 
beginning to end of the work, and in the eschato- 
logical discourses it is revealed by Jesus Himself. 

The “Christology” of the source, as the compiler 
understood it, presents a perfectly simple and con- 
sistent picture’ The compiler of Q could not 

1 Only in section 10 does our Lord describe Himself (indirectly) 
as teacher and His disciples as pupils; nevertheless this relation- 
ship is implicitly presupposed also in other places. The existence 
of this relationship, side by side with that of the Messiah to His 
subjects, presented no problem to the compiler, who simply 


subordinated one to the other. The Messiah who brought the 
revelation of the knowledge of God could only reveal by teaching. 
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Himself, but that, on the other hand, He was pos- 
sessed by the strongest conviction that as a messenger 
of God He was entrusted with a mission of decisive 
import, and that He knew God as none other knew 
Him—a conviction to which He again and again gave 
expression; and that at a later period after He had 
accepted at Czsarea Philippi the confession of the 
disciples: «'Thou art the Messiah "—#.e. « Thou wilt 
be He” +—He from henceforth (though indeed still 
with reserve until the entry into Jerusalem) called 
Himself the Son of Man, and with growing con- 
fidence proclaimed His Parousia, #.e. His Messiahship. 
There is nothing in the compilation of discourses in 
Q, if only we neglect the introduction, which can be 
alleged to be discrepant with this picture of gradual 
development. We cannot, it must also be acknow- 
ledged, derive from Q certain testimony to the detailed 
accuracy of this picture, because Q pays such slight 
regard to chronology; nevertheless Q also bears wit- 
ness to the main position, in that in the sayings 
collected in Q the Messiahship is only clearly ex- 
pressed under the form of the Parousia,’ and in that in 

1 The absence of this important passage in Q suggests that we 


should not exaggerate its importance, Besides, the question of 
St. John, together with the answer of our Lord in Q, can be 
regarded as a parallel to the passage in question. 

* The great thanksgiving to the Father could be in point of 
time posterior to St, Mark viii. 27 ff., but this hypothesis is not 
necessary. With the most careful and reverent application of 
psychological methods, it is obvious that our Lord’s consciousness 
of Sonship must have preceded in time His consciousness of 
Messiahship, must indeed have formed a stepping-stone to the 
latter. In spite of all that has been deduced from the apocalyptic 
and dogmatic Messianic conceptions of the times, we must assert 
that the consciousness of Divine Sonship and of Messiahship could 
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logical element in our Lord’s message, and to sub- 
ordinate to this the purely religious and ethical 
elements, will ever find its refutation in Q. ‘This 
source is the authority for that which formed the 
central theme of the message of our Lord—that is, 
the revelation of the knowledge of God, and the 
moral call to repent and to believe, to renounce 
the world and to gain heayen—this and nothing 
else. 

We cannot tell how long this compilation remained 
in existence. Its traces in St. Clement of Rome and 
in writers after his time are not certain. It found 
its grave in the gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
and probably elsewhere in some apocryphal gospels. 
St. Mark alone could not have supplanted it; but 
the narrative type of gospel, which was created by 
the second evangelist and which answered to the 
needs of catechetical apologetics, no longer allowed 
the separate existence of a compilation of sayings. 
The final blow to the independent existence of Q was 
dealt when it was incorporated in the gospels of St. 
Luke and St. Matthew. In St. Luke it exists, split 
up and dispersed throughout the gospel in sub- 
servience to the historical narrative; in St. Matthew 
it was treated in more conservative spirit, though in 
some important passages it has suffered more from 
revision and shows clearer traces of the particular 
bias of the evangelist. In most skilful fashion—often 
only by means of an accent or by an arrangement of 
the context which seems quite insignificant—the first 
evangelist has made this compilation of discourses 
subservient to his own special interest in the Christian 
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community and its organisation, while St. Luke, who 
has much more frequently altered the wording of his 
source, has nevertheless kept so closely to it in 
essential points that its original character is more 
clearly perceived in his reproduction. 
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his wheat into the barn, but the chaff he will burn up 
with fire unquenchable. 


(The baptism of Jesus, together with the descent of 
the Spirit and the voice from heaven.) 


Jesus was led up by the Spirit into the wilderness 
to be tempted by the devil, and when he had fasted 
forty days and forty nights he afterwards hungered, 
and the tempter said to him: If thou art the Son of 
God, command that these stones become bread, and 
he answered: It is written, Man shall not live by bread 
alone. Then he taketh him with him to Jerusalem 
and set him on the pinnacle of the temple and saith 
to him: If thou art the Son of God, cast thyself down ; 
for it is written, He shall give hts angels charge con- 
cerning thee, and im their hands they shall bear thee up 
lest haply thou dash thy foot agaimst a stone. Jesus 
said to him: Again it is written, Thou shak not tempt 
the Lord thy God. Again he taketh him with him to 
an exceeding high mountain and sheweth him all the 
kingdoms of the world and the glory of them, and. 
said to him: All these will I give thee if thou wilt 
worship me. And Jesus saith to him: It is written, 
Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God and him only shalt 
thou serve. And the devil leaveth him. 


8, 4, 6, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 9, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 
39, 41, 47, 49, 51, 52. 
(He taught his disciples in the presence of the 
multitude as follows) :— 
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but the sons of the kingdom shall be cast out; there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth. 


48. 


What think ye? If a man have an hundred sheep, 
and one of them has strayed, will he not leave the 
ninety and nine upon the mountains, and having set 
out doth he not seek that which is strayed? And if 
he happeneth to find it, (verily) I say unto you that 
he rejoiceth over it more than over the ninety and 
nine which had not strayed. 


53. 


It is necessary that occasions of stumbling should 
come, yet Woe unto the man through whom the 
occasion of stumbling cometh. 


64. 

If thy brother sinneth, rebuke him; if he hear 
thee, thou hast gained thy brother....If my 
brother sinneth against me, how oft shall I forgive 
him? Until seven times? Jesus saith unto him: I 
say unto thee, not until seven times, but until seventy 
times seven. 


If ye have faith so great as a grain of mustard 
seed, ye shall say to this mountain: Be removed from 
hence thither, and it shall be removed. 
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I 


Is the form that has been arrived at above really 
the most ancient attainable form of the two sayings, 
so that we may at once proceed to exegesis? In the 
case of the second saying, and of the first half of the 
first saying, the question is to be answered in the 
affirmative—the second saying in the earliest times 
was much less often quted than one might expect — 
but not in the case of the second half of the first 
saying; here we are rather led by indirect tradition 
(partly also by the Versions) to an older form of text, 
whether it be an older form of the text of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke or a form which is independent of them. 
We are here in the for‘unate position of knowing the 
wording of the saying (the whole or some portion 
of it) as it was read by Marcion, by the Marcosians, 
by Justin, Tatian, Irenzus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, the Clementine 
Homilies, and by Eusebius. We have in addition 
the ancient versions. 

We shall first consider the first half of the saying, 
and shall begin with Marcion. Here we have certain 
knowledge that we have before us in the main, not 
extra-canonical tradition, but the text of St. Luke; 
though it is true we also know that Marcion has 
altered many passages in accordance with his own 
peculiar tendency. Marcion read (according to Tert. 
iv. 25, supported i in important points by Epiphanius) : 
evXaptoTe (cot Epiph.) (cai eLouohoyoupat, Tert. )s 
Kuple TOU ov pavou, ort drep iv Kpurra copois Kak 
cuverois, amrexadupas vyrios. val, 6 waTIp, STt ovTws 


EXCURSUS 1 Q77 
éyévero eddokia EumpooOev cov [the last six words are 
not directly attested for Marcion, but follow from the 
vai 6 watip which Epiphanius gives, and from the 
silence of both authorities as to alterations at this 
point]. Marcion’s text differs from the canonical 
(1) in the addition of e’dyapira ral, (2) in the 
absence of ratep, (3) in the absence of kai rie yijs, 
(4) in reading dep jv xpurra (hence xai and avira 
must also have been wanting). Numbers (8) and (4) 
are alterations due to tendency; for the God of 
Marcion must not be “Lord of the earth,” neither 
did He hide the true saving knowledge, but it lay 
hid of itself. On the other hand, (1) and (2) cannot 
be explained as due to the teaching of Marcion. 

Of these four variants the first (evyapior@, but with- 
out €£ouoAovovuar) is found once in Epiph. Her. 
40, '7, and perhaps also in ‘Tatian, but never elsewhere. 
In Tatian, however, the word is doubtful. Ephraem 
writes (“Evang. Concord.,” p. 116, Meesinger); 
«“Gratias ago tibi, pater coelestis—in Greco dicit: 
Gratias ago tibi, deus pater, domine cceli et terre.” 
In respect to the first word Ephraem therefore noticed 
no difference of text. The reading evyapiorw could 
easily have arisen, because ¢£ouoAo-yoUma: was not very 
intelligible—indeed because it seemed even objection- 
able. Evyapior@ was a word that naturally sug- 
gested itself and took its place, as in Epiphanius. 
Cf. Orig., « De. Orat.,” 5: ro * eEouodoyotua” toov 
éori tw “evxapioro.” The second variant (om. 
watep) is also found in the canonical Lukan text in 
FY (vide supra); warep is also wanting in Clem Hom. 
xviii. 15; the text there (Simon Magus speaks) is, 
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the variant wapadédorat, which however has not made 
its way into the MSS. that have come down to us. 

In the remaining part of the saying two main 
streams of tradition may be distinguished, according 
as: (1) either the aorist éyvw or the present ymeoxes 
(ervywaoxe: or oldev) is used; and (2) either «to 
know the Father” or “to know the Son” stands 
first. Differences, moreover, occur in the last clause 
(xat @ dy BovAnrat xri.). Trenzeus already noticed 
the first point. He asserts that the aorist éyvw 
was an heretical forgery, vide iv. 1: «Nemo cognoscit 
Jilium nisi pater, neque patrem quis cognosit nisi filius, 
et cus voluerit filius revelare. sic et Mattheus posuit 
et Lucas similiter et Marcus idem ipsum ;* Johannes 


1 The remaining variants in this verse are not of much import- 
ance. Instead of xat ovdels... oddé... ris (St. Matthew, so also 
Iren. iv.. 6, 1; Clem. Hom. xviii. 13 [bis], the disciple of 
Marcion in Adamant.), or xal oddels . . . xal (St. Luke, and besides, 
e.g. the Marcosians in Ireneus, i. 20, 3; Marcion in Tertullian, 
Epiph.), we also find :— 

otre ris... 007’ ad ris (Kuseb. ‘‘ Hist. Eccl,” i. 2); and, moreover, 
in the first clause— 

pndels (Clem., ‘‘ Strom.,’’ v. 84; Euseb., “ De Eccl. Theol.,” i. 12; 
Euseb., ‘‘ Eclog.,”’ i. 12) ; or 

ovdels ydp (e.g. “Clem., Strom.,” vii. 109 ; Euseb., ‘‘ De Eccl. Theol.,” 
i. 15, 16); and in the second clause— 

ovéé [without ris] (Justin [ter]; Marcion in Irenzus, iv. 6, 1; 
Irenzeus [bis], Clem. Alex. [semel], Epiph. [dis]. 

ws obde.. . ris (Clem. Hom. xvii. 4; xviii. 4, 20). 

otrw kal ovdels (Euseb., ‘‘ Demonstr.,” iv. 3, 13), 

pnde. . . rts (Kuseb., ‘‘ De Eccl. Theol.,” i, 12 [Marcellus}), 

xat obdels (Epiph. [ter] ; Euseb., ‘‘Demonstr.,” v. 1). 

It is a peculiarity of Eusebius that he writes thrice: ef uh pdvos 
& yerwhoas abrdy rarip (‘ Hist. Eccl.,” i. 2; ‘‘ Demonstr.” iv, 3, 13; 
‘De Eccl. Theol.,” i. 12). This looks like an amplification originat- 
ing in a Syrian text. The Syrians loved such amplifications. 

2 Irenseus here makes a mistake ; St. Mark has not the saying. 
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and with “knowing the Son” at the begin- 
ning :? — 


t &yve Tov warépa . . . Tov wdv (without a verb) : 
Justin, Apol., i. 63 [2s]; Marcosians in Iren., 
i. 20, 3; Marcion in Iren., iv. 6, 1. 

éyuo Tov watépa ... &yvo rov vidv: Tatian ;* 
Euseb., Demonstr., iv. 3, 18; Evuseb., De- 
monstr., v. 1; Euseb., De Eccl. Theol., i. 12 
(probably also Orig., De Princ., ii. 6, 1; 
“novit . .. novit”). 

Eyvw Tov TaTépa . . . ywwoxe Tov viov: the dis- 
ciple of Marcion in Adamantius (p. 44, ed. 
van de Sande). 

Eyvew TOV TaTépa ... yvwn wore Tov vicv: Euseb., 
Hist. Eccl., i. 2. 

éyvo Tov maTépa . . . oldev Tov viov: Clem. 
Hom., xvii. 4; xviii. 4, 13 [52s], 20. 

[eyvw rov marépa . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. Alex., 
Protrept., i. 10; Psedag., i. 5, 20 and i. 8; 

1 A dagger marks the passages in which only one verb is found ; 

the passages in which the quotation is imperfect—t.e. where only 
one of the two clauses is given—are included within brackets. I 
have paid no attention to the difference between 7rd» rarépa and 


rls éorw 6 warhp, because the more circumstantial phrase practically 
never occurs. 

2 The order is quite certain; it is not certain that Mcesinger’s 
‘‘novit’’ presupposes &yyw.—The “! novit'’ which is found in a few 
Old Latin MSS. of St. Luke certainly = &»w; for the great majority 
of these MSS. give (in St. Luke) ‘‘scit.’’ Codex Veronensis (b) 
forms one of the minority, it reads here: ‘‘Nemo novit patrem 
nisi filius et que... bit [=novit] fili...nisi pater... voluerit, 
&c.” (Perhaps for ‘‘que’’ we should read ‘‘ qui[s]”—vide “q.’’) 
The reading &yvw is also attested by Cod. Vercell. (a)—for the 
reading here of this important codex vide infra—as well as hy “gq,” 
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t exvywvioxet Tov waTépa . . « Tov viev (without a 
verb): Iren., ii. 6, 1, iv. 6, 3; fragm. Syr., 
xv. (ed. Harvey). 

[exiyivdoxer Tov watepa . . . without the parallel 
clause (thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. 
Alex., Dives, 8; Iren., iv. 6, 6]. 

olde Tov watépa . . . olde Tov viov: Epiph., Her., 
69, 43; Ancor., 11. 

t olde Tov warépa . . . Tov vidv (without a verb): 
Epiph., Her., 74, 4; 76,1, Nr. 29; 76,1, Nr. 
32. 

[olde rov warépa . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Euseb., De 
Eccl. Theol., i. 16.1] 


t yivdoxe Tis eorty 6 vios . . . Tis 6 waT#p (with- 
out a verb): St. Luke (with exception of the 
Codd. U, a, b).? | 

ervyivweoKet TOV VOY . . . emLyLYwOKEL TOV TaTEpa: 
St. Matt. (so also Syr."; only one cursive 
reverses the order); Iren., iv. 6, 1. 

t émeywooxe Tov viov . . . Tov warépa (without a 
verb): Iren., iv. 6, 7. 

olde Tov uidv . . . olde Tov watépa: Epiph., Her., 
54, 4. 

t ofde rov viov . . . Tov rarépa (without a verb): 


Epiph., Her., 64,9; 76, 1, Nr. 7. 


1 Variations in Eusebius are also brought about by his use of 
the text of Marcellus, 

2 A peculiar variant occurs in Syr.#0. of St. Luke: “ And who 
knoweth the Son save the Father, and who knoweth the Father 
save the Son?” Cf. the Latin codex “q”: “Et quis novit 
patrem }”’ and perhaps also ‘‘ k.” 
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A 


1. A section of the Marcionites,! the Marcosians, 
Justin (in the « Apology ”), (Tatian), the Alexandrians 
(Clement, Origen [both practically always], and still 
later writers), and Eusebius (practically always) 
agree in reading éyvw. Accordingly éyvw is the 
reading which has in its favour the most ancient 
testimony. 

2. The reading éyve stood in St. Luke ;* for this 
is suggested by the reading in Marcion’s gospel, and 
the hypothesis is supported by the “novit” of the 
very ancient Latin codices Vercellensis (a) and 
Veronensis (b) in St. Luke, while the remaining Old 
Latin codices (with the exception of “ q ”) read « scit.” 
The hypothesis finally receives very strong support 
in the other aorists—éxpuas, amexaduwas, éyévero, 
mapedo0n.® 

1 According to the testimony of Irenseus (and Adamantius). We 
may well believe that Tertullian read yiwdoxe (‘‘scit’”’) in his 
exemplar of the gospel of Marcion; but there is no difficulty in 
supposing that this reading also found its way into exemplars of 
Marcion’s gospel, although &»w was welcome to them. The same 
thing, therefore, happened with them as with Justin, who also gives 
both readings. If, however, any one feels bound to take up the 
position that Tertullian alone presents the genuine and unique 
text of Marcion—who accordingly read y:wwoxec—still the number 
of ancient witnesses for éyrw is great enough to compel us to 
decide that St. Luke wrote éyvw. 

2 This is also the opinion of Blass, Keim, Meyer, and Schmiedel, 

3 Weiss, on the contrary, asserts that éyyw arose from conforma. 
tion with waped667. But why is it that this conformation takes 
place only in the text of St. Luke and not also in St. Matthew ? 
That &yyw was supplanted by yiwwoxes may however also be ex- 


plained from the fact that the following clause: § ay droxahtyy, 
seemed to demand the present tense in the preceding verb. 


— 


Oy 


r 
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3. We can, moreover, conjecture how it was 
that the reading ywwoxne arose in St. Luke, from 
. the remarks of Irenzeus in the passage quoted above ; 
the present made its way from St. Matthew into 
St. Luke and established itself there as an anti- 
Marcionitic reading. It is already attested by Justin 
but in a later work (the Dialogue), and it pre- . 
dominates in ecclesiastical manuscripts of Irenzeus. 
In the West éyvw disappeared at an earlier date 
than in the East. 

4. The persistence of éyvw and its correct inter- 
pretation in the East is especially manifest in those 
quotations where this historic aorist was regarded 
as suitable when applied to the knowledge of the 
Father (on the part of the Son), and was accordingly 
preserved, while a present (in accordance with St. 
Matthew, vide imfra) was inserted into the Lukan 
text as applied to the knowledge of the Son (on 
the part of the Father), as in Adamantius (wwdcxet) 
and in Clem. Hom. [five times] and Epiph. Her., 
65, 6 (oldev). 

5. In the text of St. Matthew the present, emiyiveo- 
xet, stood from the beginning (é7éyvw does not occur 
in any authority); it was also from the beginning 
repeated in the second clause, while the éyvw in 
St. Luke was not repeated. This formal difference 
between the two gospels explains those instances of 
mixed text wherein sometimes the éyvw is repeated 
(vide Eusebius), sometimes the emywwoxe is not 
repeated (Irenzeus), while the clauses are sometimes 
conjoined by xai, sometimes by ovdé. 

6. The reading oldevy is found only in the 

T 
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Clementine Homilies and in Epiphanius,! some- 
times once, sometimes repeated in the two clauses; 
it was thus confined to Syria and need not therefore 
be considered. It is probably to be explained from 
the influence of the Johannine vocabulary. 


B 


The clause concerning “ knowing the Father” stood 
first in Marcion (according to Iren., Tertull., and 
Adamant.), in the version of the Marcosians, in Justin, 
Tatian, Irenzeus (but not always), the Clementine 
Homilies, Eusebius, in Codex U of St. Luke (and 
in Codex Veronensis), while the clause concerning 
‘knowing the Son” stood first in the text of St. 
Matthew (with the exception of one cursive, which 
means nothing), in the remaining authorities for 
St. Luke, and in Clement of Alexandria. Irenzus, 
Origen, the later Alexandrians and Epiphanius, 
attest both arrangements of the clauses. The solu- 
tion of the problem presented by these facts—seeing 
that Marcion had the Lukan text before him 2— is 
that in St. Luke the clause concerning “ knowing the 
Father” certainly stood first, and that the con- 
trary was probably the case in St. Matthew. We 
cannot be quite certain about the passage in St. 
Matthew, only because we have no instance of quota- 
tion of the text of St. Matthew before Irenzus and 


1 The one place in Eusebius is an imperfect quotation, which has 
no weight. 

2 For this very reason it is not permissible to explain the pre- 
cedence of this clause by the influence of oral tradition or of an 


apocryphal gospel. 
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mony of Marcion, it is probable that @ dv o vios awo- 
xadvyy stood in St. Luke, especially seeing that the 
Marcosians also give this reading, and that they also 
(vide supra) have followed the Lukan text." 


D 


The result of our investigations up to this point is 
that in St. Luke the saying read as follows :— 

wavTa Hot mrapedo0y v umd Tov rar pos, kat i oudels & eyve 
Tis eoru O marnp et my o vids, Kal Tis EOTW O ULOS et 
un Oo TaTNp Kal @ dv o vios amroxadinpy, but in St. 
Matthew: zavra pot mrapedoOry ume TOU “warpos, Kat 
oudels emiyev@oet Tov vutov et fad O TaTIp, ovde Tov 
TaTEépa THs emiyive@ret et 1) 0 vids [vel : TOV rar épa 

. 0 vids... Tov viov... 0 mannp] Kat @ [ols] 
dv BovAnra o vids amoxadvpa [vel: av o vids amo- 
caduwy]- 

But can we remain satisfied with this result? It 
is impossible, for the following reasons. (Let us at 
first consider the Lukan text) :— 

1. We do not at all expect to find the clause 
concerning “knowing the Son” in this connection 
(though of course it cannot be said to be a discrep- 
ancy); for this ascription of praise is concerned both 
at the beginning and the close with the knowledge of 
God. 

2. The historic aorist “ éyww ” suits excellently the 


* It is possible to suppose that the original form read: § (ols) 
ay BovdAnrac 6 vids dwoxad’wrew dxoxad\’vwre, and that from this the 
two shorter forms were derived; but this cannot be proved.— 
"Awoxadtwy and BovAnrat droxadtyat may, besides, be taken as 
translation-variants, if BotAnrat dwoxakiya is regarded as simply 
a periphrasis for the future. 
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they were also wanting in the first gospel.’ On this 
point one cannot arrive at any definite decision. 
At all events the interpolation is very ancient; for 
all our authorities for St. Matthew and all our 
authorities, except one, for St. Luke have it. 
The most probable, because the simplest, hypothesis 
is that «St. Matthew” himself brought it into 
the text-——the same evangelist who changed the 
historic aorist into the present and who wrote 
(xxvili. 18): «All power is given unto me in 
heaven and in earth.” It is not quite certain what 
position he gave to the interpolation; it is, however, 
extremely probable that he gave it the first place; 
for this is in accordance with the testimony of the 
MSS., and the history of the text 1s most simply explained 
on such an hypothesis. If Greek Christians possessed 
from the beginning the two forms: ovdeis éyvw ris * 
cory 6 TaTNp ef wy 6 vids, and: ovdels EmvyivwcKel 
TOV viov et 4y O TATIP, Ode TOV TATEpA TIS EMLywooKet 
ei un oO vios—then all the mixed forms of text, 
together with their early appearance, are explained 
in the simplest way.” The interpolation into the 
Lukan text of the words «“'The Son no one save 


1 So far as the content is concerned, the clause shows itself as 
an interpolation in St. Matthew as clearly as in St. Luke; for if it 
is placed at the beginning it conflicts with the natural order (it 
is to the Son that the knowledge of the Father is delivered, and 
the knowledge of the Son ought not to stand before the knowledge 
of the Father); if it is placed at the end, then the concluding 
clause is out of harmony with it. 

2 We have therefore no need to have recourse also to the in- 
fluence of a distinct oral tradition different from that of the 
gospels, or to an apocryphal gospel. Of course such an influence 
remains possible. 
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followed after (or soon after) the condemnation of 
the Galilean cities, seeing that the passages are 
in a contrary sense.' We have thus to deal with 
an isolated saying which has, however, been torn from 
a definite contert, as is shown by the “ravra” at the 
beginning. ‘This fact of itself speaks against the 
hypothesis that our thanksgiving is a “Christian 
hymn”; in such an independent composition this 
retrospective “ ravra” would have been avoided. 

The first half of the first saying presents no 
occasion for objection. Our Lord offers thanks- 
giving to the Father openly—are we perhaps to say 
that this is inconsistent with St. Matt. vi. 6? He 
addresses Him as “ Father” (not « My Father”) and 
as Lord of heaven and earth—so great is the Divine 
act for which praise is given! the context plainly 
shows that the thanksgiving is for something con- 
nected with our Lord’s teaching—+3.e. His revelation of 
the knowledge of God (not with miracles, &c.); for it 
is only in regard to teaching that men are called 
gopdot and vjmot.* This distinction, and the state- 
ment that the vj7o: show themselves receptive,® is 


1 St. Luke, very suitably so far as the thought is concerned, 
places the thanksgiving directly after the return of the disciples 
from their missionary journey, but it is quite improbable that this 
order rests upon tradition, because this evangelist also gives the 
condemnation of the cities just beforehand. 

2 Whether we are to lay any stress upon the absence of the 
article before copol and »vjmiot is questionable. The absence can 
be interpreted as a limitation (not all the wise and not all the 
simple) ; its force can, however, also be rendered by the paraphrase : 
‘from such people as are wise ’”’—“to such people as are simple.” 

3 The significance of »jmrio (‘‘ Peta’im,” as in Ps. xix. 8, cxvi. 6) is 
different from that of the word with St. Paul. In St. Paul the 
virioc are always Christians who are still undeveloped like children. 
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Him to offer praise. Thus what follows necessarily 
connects with what goes before. The zravra is exactly 
determined by what goes before and by what follows, 
as well as by the verb wapedd@y. It cannot mean 
“all things” but only the whole doctrine (the doctrine 
is “ paradosis”), the complete revelation of the know- 
ledge of God.’ It has been « delivered” to Him by 
the Father, and indeed first to Him the Son—He has 
now learnt to know the Father; before Him no one 
knew the Father *—then through Him to those who 


1 We have no choice but either to give wdyra an entirely un- 
limited significance (the government of the world, the Messianic 
power and authority), or to refer it to the knowledge (doctrine) as 
do Grotius, Hofmann, Holtzmann, Schmiedel, Joh. Weiss, Well- 
hausen, and others. The latter alternative is, however, alone 
possible, seeing that the passage proceeds at once to speak, and 
to speak exclusively, of the knowledge of God, and seeing that 
the preceding dwoxd\vjis is unequivocally determined, by the 
contrast between cogol and vii to which it refers, as a revelation 
of a knowledge. The objection that rapad:déva: can only be used 
of human transmission of teaching, and that the word therefore 
cannot have this sense here (Pfleiderer), is perverse. In St. Matt, 
xxviii. 18, we do not read “‘ raped66n,” but ‘‘ €550y’’ nor waca étovala 
éy obpayg xal éxl yijs. 

2 The xal (ovdels Eyrw) after wapedé0n (vxd rod rarpés) is not quite 
clear ; it is easiest to take it as explicative or rather consecutive, 
‘‘ The knowledge of the Father is included in the delivery of the 
complete doctrine,” or ‘‘ The knowledge of the Father follows upon 
this delivery.” Weiss, on the contrary, supposes that the clause 
introduced by «al gives the essential ground for the rdyra po 
wape560n. So indeed we are compelled to interpret, if with Weiss 
we accept the words, ‘“‘No man knoweth the Son save the Father,” 
and regard their position at the beginning as correct; for this 
clause can be regarded neither as an explanation of nor as giving 
the result of wdyra po wapedé0y. But of course we are forced 
simply to read into this clause the idea that it gives the ground 
of what goes before, for no hint of this is given in the passage 
itself. The words indeed fall quite out of the context. If one 
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of timeless; on the contrary, this éyyw also stands 
within the sphere of the e£ouoAoyovua xrd. at the 
beginning: our Lord offers thanksgiving to the Father 
because He has delivered to Him all knowledge, because 
He the Son is the first to learn to know the Father, 
because He the Father has revealed this knowledge to 
the yvj7rio1, and because it will continue to be revealed 
only through Him the Son.' The passage throughout 
deals with circumstances of actual historic fact. 

If the saying belongs to the best and most ancient 
tradition, it can have been spoken by our Lord only 
during the later period of His ministry, and it further 
presupposes that during this period our Lord upon 
other occasions called Himself «the Son.” This con- 
clusion will necessarily be disputed by those who 
suppose themselves bound not to allow our Lord any 
other self-designation than that of a Teacher, of a 
Prophet, and—at the close of His ministry—of the 
future Messiah. But the transition from the designa- 
tions of ‘Teacher and Prophet to that of the future 
Messiah demands, both in the self-consciousness of 
Jesus and also in outward expression, some middle 
term, and it is difficult to see why tradition must be 
supposed to be in error when it presents us here with 
the designation “the Son.” If this could mean 
absolutely nothing else than “J am the present 
Messiah,” then it would be unintelligible; but the 
concrete situation in which our Lord found Himself 
limited the sphere of significance of the expression 
both for Himself and for His hearers. At the pre- 


1 Note how the two halves of the saying are brought into 
correspondence by drexdd\upas and droxahtyy. 
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The original version of the saying (in Q) may be 
defended on good grounds; but the canonical version 
in both gospels is « Johannine” in character and in- 
defensible. By the interpolation of the clause, “no 
man knoweth the Son save the Father” before the 
clause concerning “ knowledge of the Father,” and by 
the change of the aorist into the present, the whole 
complexion of the saying is altered’—-so seriously 
altered that even the significance of the ravra and 
the vavra in the clause “ ravra pot rapedoOy” tends 
to become a matter of doubt.2 A formal likeness of 
Father and Son, who are distinguished only by the 
different names, and a relationship of Father and Son 
which never had a beginning, but remains ever the 
same, now come to expression. Of course we are not 
absolutely obliged thus to interpret the canonical 
saying,® yet we cannot by any method of interpreta- 
tion make it much less metaphysical. If the first 


1 Note also that by the interpolation the rhythmic structure of 
the saying is emphasised. This is not unimportant in reference 
to the question whether, and in what measure, the rhythms in the 
sayings of Jesus are original. 

* In logical consequence an attempt was now made also to 
change wapedb0n into rapadédsorat (vide supra, Justin and Hippolytus), 
but this correction is no longer found in the manuscripts. 

3 We can also interpret the present érrywwoxe: in St. Matthew, 
as if it were determined by the preceding waped66n, and therefore 
as if it were not to be understood as timeless but as describing 
the result of an historical action. 

« Zahn (‘ Matth.,”’ s. 441) expounds the passage as follows: ‘‘ The 
Son is thus not only the agent of revelation, who imparts the 
knowledge of God to those who are receptive, but He is also 
Himself a mystery, which was at first hidden from man and which 
needed a revealing. The Son belongs to the objects (raira) which 
are now opened to knowledge. The knowledge of the Son as the 
only Son of God, in the full sense of the word, is inseparably 
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evangelist himself wrote the passage as we read it, then 


—even with the most cautious interpretation of the 
passage—his own Christology approached very nearly 
to that of the Johannine writings in one of the most 
important points, and it can therefore be only due to 
his relatively faithful reproduction of his sources that 
this characteristic does not more frequently appear in 


his gospel. 
IV 


The second saying, which in St. Matthew follows 
immediately after the first, has come down to us only 


connected with the knowledge of God as the Father of Jesus and 
of those who become sons because they belong to Jesus. It is, 
however, significant that the knowledge of the Son is mentioned 
first. This is the new fact, that which distinguishes the present 
revelation from all which preceded it—the fact of a Man whom to 
know is the way to attain to the knowledge of God. For this very 
reason the knowledge of God, which is now attainable, is a new 
thing. We moderns would say: With the personality of Jesus a 
new religion, Christianity, came into existence. While, concern- 
ing the knowledge of the Father, it is expressly said that the 
Son alone imparts it, a corresponding statement in regard to the 
knowledge of the Son is wanting. It is, however, obvious that 
this knowledge can only be imparted by Him, of whom it is said 
that He alone possesses such knowledge — namely, the Father. 
The Father reveals the Son as the Son reveals the Father [!]. As, 
however, the knowledge of the Father and the knowledge of the 
Son are only two sides of the same mystery which is now revealed, 
it follows that the Futher and the Son in fellowship with one another 
are both subject and object of the Revelation” [the italics are mine]. 
This is quite enough to help us to a definite decision concerning 
the historical character of the saying as given in St. Matthew. It 
is noteworthy that Zahn’s exegesis justifies the placing of the clause 
concerning ‘‘ knowing the Son”’ at the beginning, while this place 
was really given to it because it was felt to be absolutely necessary 
not to separate the clause, ‘‘and to whomsoever the Son will reveal 
Him,” from the clause concerning ‘‘ the knowledge of the Father.” 
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in the Gospel of St. Matthew. Scarcely any variants 
are found in the versions and quotations: (1) In 
verse 28 aavres is wanting in Tatian; (2) in the 
same author, «et qui habetis graves afflictiones” (or 
‘onera gravia™) was probably interpolated before 
Kat mepopriawevor ; -* (3) 1 in verse 29 Ephraem quotes: 
Ste Hovyos tpt, mpaus Kal ervennys Kal Tamewos Ty 
xapoig. ‘The omission of zavres is alone worthy of 
consideration ; this omission also occurs in Syr.“™ and 
Syr." ’Ax’ euov in verse 29 is, so far as I know, 
never wanting in the Versions and in quotations; it 
is not therefore permissible ‘to delete it on the sole 
authority of x (pr. man.). 

This saying—whose Aramaic origin is unmistak- 
able—is from the point of view of rhythm still better 
constructed than the former saying, and is dominated 
by the conceptions dopriov and avaravors. It runs 
as follows :— 


Acvre ™ pos pe (wavres) of xomtmvres Kai wecop- 
Tis MEvOL, 

KaYyW @ avaTavow umas’ 

“Apare TOV cuyov pou Ep’ Umas 

Kat padere amr’ euou, Ort mpaus eit Kal Tamelvos 
™ n Kapoig, 

Kal eupijaere avaravoty Tais Wuyais vpov: 

‘O yap Cuyos jsou XprTr9s, 

Kat TO popriov pov chad pov (éoTw). 

1 The variants in Pistis Sophia and Agathangelus are of no 
account, seeing that they are mere paraphrases; In Pseudo- 
cyprian adv. Jud. 7, the saying reads: ‘‘ Venite ad me omnes qui 
sub onera laboratis, et ego vos reficiam . . . est enim iugum meum 


placidum et onus [the African version read ‘sarcina,’ vide Ter- 
tullian and Cyprian] levissimum.” 
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It is addressed, not to the circle of disciples, but to 
those standing outside; yet it has in view, not the 
vijrvot (still less sinners), but those who were suffering 
under the burden of the heavy yoke of ordinances.’ 
It should therefore be compared with St. Matt. xxiii. 4. 
The form of this saying is similar to that of the pre- 
ceding saying. As there the first thought is for the 
revelation itself, and then this revelation is described 
as being brought about by the Son, so here there is 
first a general proclamation of the “ rest,” and then it 
is said that this rest is attained through the accept- 
ance of His yoke. The conception avaravois reminds 
us of the Beatitudes and of the conclusion of a saying 
which is handed down in the gospel of the Hebrews 
(Baci\evras) emxavamavcera,” the second half is 
founded upon Jer. vi. 16.2 The outward form re- 
minds us of the saying in St. Mark vi. 31: dere... 
toaweneren OF, and the situation brings to mind the 

which immediately follows in St. Mark (verse 
34): eldev mroAvy SyAor, au exmraryxvicOy € én’ avrous, 
Srt joav ws mpoBaTra wy éxovra romeva. Also the 


1 Perhaps this interpretation is too definite: ol xomiawres signifies 
in general “those who are wearied” ; but from the combination 
of wedoprispévan and pdéere dr’ guod, it can with probability be 
deduced that our Lord had in His eye those who stood under the 
burden of Pharisaic teachers and of Pharisaic legal observance, 

2 Vide “Sitzungsber. 1904," s. 175 ff; {yreiw dvdwavew, Bt, 
Matt, xii. 43. 

3 The whole saying is full of reminiscences of the Old Testament, 
ef. above all Isa. lv. 1 (also xiv, 3, xxviii, 12); Jer. xxxi. 25; 
Isa, xiii, 2. Note that Jer, vi. 16 is given in an independent 
translation ; for dvdravew is not found in the LXX version of the 
passage where dynoyés is read, This is important in connection 
with the question of the origin of the saying. 

U 
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two sayings is different ;' the first saying is concerned 
with the knowledge of God and its revelation, the 
second with directions for the conduct of life; besides 
this, the first saying is a thanksgiving, the second 
is the cry of a missionary preacher.” Moreover, 
it ts not certain that the second saying is derived 
from Q, seeing that it is wanting in St. Luke. If 
its inward relationship to the first saying be brought 
forward as an argument in favour of its belonging 
to Q, it must not be forgotten that the first saying 
is unique in Q and does not represent a type of 
sayings in that source. In favour of its belonging 
to Q one might appeal to the fact that while the 
beginning of the first saying seems to be fashioned 
after Sirach li. 1 (eEouoAroyjoomai vot, Kipte Barred), 
so also the second saying has parallels in Sirach li. 
(verse 23: éyyicate mpos me, verse 26: Tov TpaxnAov 
Uuav UTdOeTe Uo Cuydy, verse 27: Kat eDpov éuauT@ 
mwoAAnv avaravowv). But these parallels are too 
general to be of much weight. Hence the question, 
from what source the first evangelist derived this 
saying, must remain open. 

Are we, however, compelled to assume that this 
saying was derived from secondary tradition? I see 
no convincing reasons for such a supposition; cer- 
tainly not in the form of the saying, for it is mere 
perversity to assert that the most ancient tradition 


1 It is much more probable that the continuation of the saying 
is more original in St. Luke (x. 23, 24)—St. Matthew has this 
continuation in xiii. 16, 17—but this also does not admit of 
proof. 

3 Acre occurs often in St. Matthew; it is not, however, peculiar 
to this gospel among the writings of the New.Testament. 
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saying the primary condition of the knowledge 
of God is simplicity, while in the second saying 
the primary condition of the “ avaxavots ” is meekness 
and lowliness; that, moreover, in both sayings the 
(Pharisaic) “perfect ones” form the contrast and 
everything is strictly confined within the Jewish 
horizon ; and, finally, that in the first saying Jesus 
is represented as the revealer of the knowledge of 
God, while in the second He is represented as the 
instructor and pattern of the quietistic virtues 
without a single reference to the Cross and Passion.! 
If by the word ‘ Gospel” one understands what 
St. Paul and St. Mark understood by this word, 
then these sayings are not ‘gospel sayings” and 
have nothing in common with the specific conceptions 
of Paulinism. We have only the choice between 
assigning them to the creation of a later prophet 
of the primitive Jewish-Christian community who— 
strangely enough—omits all reference to the Cruci- 
fixion, or assigning them to our Lord Himself. 
Given the two alternatives, there seems to me no 
doubt about which to choose. 


EXCURSUS II 


CoNCERNING THE VOICE FROM HEAVEN AT THE 
Baptism (St. Luxe iii. 22) 


Even in St. Matthew and St. Luke the Baptism 
of our Lord by St. John presented a certain difficulty 
1 This negative element is in itself a proof that these sayings 


belong to Q, or at least are nearly allied to that source, for in Q 
also there is no reference to the Cross and Passion. 
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If we now ask what St. Luke wrote himself; here 
also, after what we have now learned, there can be 
no doubt about our decision. We know that con- 
formation of the texts of (St. Mark and) St. Luke 
to the text of St. Matthew not only began very early 
but that it was most actively carried on at the time which 
quotations made by the Fathers; and that the pre- 
decessors of the most ancient Western manuscripts did 
not suffer therefrom so much as those of the East. 
It therefore follows that we must insert the voice 
from heaven, according to the version of Psalm ii. 
into the text of St. Luke.’ 

If, however, St. Luke wrote thus, we cannot 
possibly suppose that he intentionally, and upon his 
own authority, altered the tradition which lay before 
him in St. Mark (ov ef 6 vids mou 6 ayamyrds, ev col 
evdoxnoa); for he could not but have found the 
version according to Psalm ii. inconvenient, after 
what he had narrated in chapters i. and ii. He 
thus accepted this reading and substituted it for the 
reading of the Markan~ account, because it was 
presented by a tradition which he regarded as more 
credible than, or at least as credible as the tradition 
contained in St. Mark. 

1 Recourse to an apocryphal gospel or to the hypothesis of a 
variant translation in oral tradition is not to be commended here, 
seeing that in critical problems of this kind one must try to 
confine oneself to known quantities, so far as these exist, and to 
make the best of them. Here, as a matter of fact, they are quite 
sufficient for the solution of the problem. The hypothesis of a 
later intrusion of the reading into the Lukan text is improbable, 


because of its content, and has no analogy in ite favour after the 
Canon of Four Gospels had once been formed. 
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Seeing, however, that St. Luke directly before 
and directly afterwards follows the source Q, and 
that it therefore is a priors very probable that an 
account of the Baptism of our Lord stood in Q, 
it is also not less probable that the version of the 
voice from heaven in St. Luke (according to 
Psalm ii.) is derived from Q, and that St. Luke 
substituted this version for that of St. Mark because 
he regarded it as more trustworthy.! 

From this it follows (1) that St. Luke valued the 
source Q at a higher rate than, or at least at as high 
a rate as he valued St. Mark; (2) that the story of 
the Baptism together with the voice from heaven 
is not an invention of St. Mark, but goes back to 
a legend which lies behind St. Mark and Q; (8) that 
this legend had sts more original form in Q, for the 
voice from heaven in the version of St. Mark 
(which is followed by St. Matthew) is clearly seen 
to be an attenuated form when compared with the 
version of Q (St. Luke).? 


1 It is possible that the narrative of the appearance of a light at 
the Baptism, of which the earliest witness is given in Tatian, also 
originally stood in St. Luke, and thus also in Q; but the evidence 
is not so strong as in the case of the voice from heaven, seeing 
that St. Mark and St. Matthew give nothing which corresponds 
and that the narrative is wanting in D. 

* The ofpepoy is decisive even though the Markan account may 
contain it implicitly. On the other hand, it seems to me scarcely 
worthy of attention that in Q the Son is spoken of as being 
‘‘begotten”’ (as in the first chapters of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
there in realistic fashion, but in Q metaphorically), while St. Mark 
does not give this conception at all. Perhaps the version of the 
voice from heaven, according to Psalm ii., has an ancient witness 
in Heb. i. 5 f.; for this passage perhaps refers to what occurred 
at the Baptism—yet this is not certain. 
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the Rev, J. Frederick Smith. Bide Lectures, 1885.) and 
Edition. Bro, cloth, tos. 6d, ied Edition, 35. 6d. 


ON NS. 3 1QUGHT, J AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. Translated by the Rey. 
Charles Beard. (Hibbert Lectures, 1880.) 8vo, cloth, 10s. 6d, 
Cheap Edition, 3rd Edition, 35, 4, | 
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BEARD (Rev. Dr. C.). LECTURES ON THE REFORMA- 
TION OF THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY IN ITS 
RELATION TO MODERN THOUGHT AND KNOW- 
LEDGE, See am eee Lectures, p. 13. 

BEEBY (Rev. C., Author of “‘Creed and Life”), 
DOCTRINE AND PRINCIPLES. Popular Lectures on 
Primary Questions. Demy 8vo, cloth. 4s. 6d. 


BE amie th O., poke F.G.S., F.S.A. Rector of 

over). THE GENESIS AND E EVOLUTION 
OF THE INDIVIDUAL SOUL SCIENTIFICALLY 
TREATED. Including also Problems relating to Science 
and Immortality. Crown 8vo, cloth. 2s. 6a. met. 

“Meets the much debated questions which are raised by the oan pp ea 
ful, and perhaps able, opponents of belief in a second life, and ts work of § 
value, and one that is opportune in its publication, and besides, ger se, em 
cally interesting reading."—Jfanchester Courier, 

BIBLE. Translated by Samuel being a Revision of the 
Authorised English Version, 6th tion of the Old, 10th Edition 
of the New Testament, 8vo, roan. §5. See a/so Testament, 


BLEEK (F.). LECTURES ON THE APOCALYPSE. See 
Theological Translation Library, Old Series, p. 7. 


BREMOND (HENRI). THE MYSTERY OF NEWMAN. 
With an Introduction by Rev. George Tyrrell, M.A. Medium 8vo, 
cloth. 10s. 6a, mef, 

‘From France comes atetdckalie volume, exttlqnely translated, which 
endeavours to probe the mystery ; to realise, as it wee WS ee ee 


to describe to us justly and ee ach fully the personality of the man."—Daily 
Chrontcie. 


“ - nee a work aed ng mi teria ngiea sic “— great PT tne 
Tracarans a Hoteles mbaate Clicistiantes ean afford to miss." —Pail Mad! 
CAMPBELL (Rev. Canon COLIN, M.A., D.D.,). FIRST 
THREE GOSPELS IN GREEK. 35, 6¢ net. See Testa- 

ment, New, p,. 26, 

CAMPBELL (Rev. R. J., M. A.) NEW THEOLOGY 
SERMONS. Crown 8vo, cloth. 

CHANNING’S COMPLETE Wore. Including ‘ ‘The 
Perfect Life,” with a Memoir, Centennial Edition, 4to Edition, 
Cloth. 7s, 6d. 

CHEYNE rau T. rhs BIBLE PROBLEMS AND THE 
NEW MATERIAL FOR THEIR SOLUTION. 5s. 
See Crown Theological Library, p. 9. 


CHILD AND RELIGION. Edited by Thomas Stephens, B.A. 
6s. See Crown Theological Library, p. 10. 


CHRISTIAN CREED(OUR). 2nd a greatly Revised Edition. 
Crown OWE ED, cloth. 35. 6a, 


14 14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W,C. 
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ECHOES OF HOLY THOUGHTS: d as Private 

Medi a netone a First Communion, 2 Edition, with a 


Preface by R “J. Siaetiion Thess, Printed with re lines. 
Feap, 8vo, cloth, 


EUCKEN (Prof. a Spee THE LIFE OF THE SPIRIT. 
§s. See page 12. 

EWALD (H.). COMMENTARY ON THE PROPHETS 
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. | See Theological Transla- 
tion Library, Old Series, p. 7. _ 

— COMMENTARY ON THE PSALMS. ‘See Theological 
Translation Library, Old Series, p. 7. | 


EWALD (H.). COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF 
JOB., See Theological Translation Library, Old Series, Dp. Fa 


FARNELL (L. R.). THE EVOLUTION OF RELIGION. 
An Anthr Study. eee origin tee ., Fellow 
d. See Crown ‘Theo- 


and Tutor of Exeter College, Oxfor 
logical Library, p. 10. | 
FIGG (E. G. ANALYSIS OF T 5 va ‘NA URAL 
AND REVEALED, Crown 80 THEOLOGY, a 
doalead (Rev. C. W.). RE-CREATION: A New Aspect 
of Evolution. Large Crown 8vo, cloth, §s 


FOUR GOSPELS (THE) AS HISTORICAL RECORDS. 
8vo, cloth. 16§5. SU) VAT < 


GILL By Chat ij. THE euvLassion. OF CHRISTIANITY. 
arles _ 2nd Edition. ‘With ‘Disse Dissertations in answer to 
8vo, cloth. 12s, 

— ners BOOK OF ENOCH THE ‘PROPHET, Trans- 
lated from an Ethiopic MS, in the Bodleian Library, Ne Bn late 
Richard Laurence, TE Din oe pabeey eo yy ee Text 
eosin Oh oguhth Star Snr oe meter dak 
cloth. 5). x = py 9 => 3H 

HARNACK (ADOLF). A ACTS. OF THE. APOST! LES. 6s. 
See Crown Theological Library, p, 12. . low I 

—— MONASTICISM : Its Ideals and History; and THE 
CONFESSIONS oe oe ‘AuGUSTIN ely She : 
M.A. and F. He H. Marscille, Ph... ‘M.A, Crown 8vo, cloth. 4s, 

cnn! ata i en may ag aden Se 
ce One. ti < seedca pores ie A yntalembert 
serehe DE Abas ss ermine 


Harnack i in pure cae vigorous English." —Christien Wome. 
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HENSLOW (Rev. G.). THE See AS TEACHING 
OF CH RIST’S LIFE. §8vo, cloth, 5s, net. 


77 CHRIST NO PRODUCT OF EVOLUTION. 8vo, 

clot Is 

— VULGATE, THE: The Source of False Doctrines. 
A work specially applicable to Clergy, Bible Teachers, and 
poi exponents of the Gospel o f Christ. Crown oe, cloth. 
25 net, 

HERFORD (R. TRAVERS, B.A.). CHRISTIANITY IN 
TALMUD AND MIDRASH. Demy 8vo, cloth. 18s, net. 

CONTENTS :—Introduction. Division I. Passages from the 

Rabbinical Literature: A, Passages relating to Jesus. B. Paar 
relating to Minim, Minuth, Division II, € “Pategrs tahoe, 
dix containing the Original Texts of the 


Indices, 
exa it will prove indispensable not only to 
scholars interest Talmudic literature, but to all who study the subject of 
the evangelical tradition. It will in the reader into a wet he worl 
of Jewish thought in the centuries evn fer Christ eGo 


HERRMANN (W.). THE COMMUNION, OF THE 
CHRISTIAN WITH GOD, 55, See Theological Translation 
Library, New Series, p. 5. 

Sow fabaty ie AND MORALS. | 5:. (See Crown Theological 

——and HARNACK (ADOLF. ). ESSAYS ON THE SOCIAL 
GOSPEL. 45. 6¢. See Crown Theological Library, p. 11. 

HIBBERT JOURNAL: uarter Review of Religion, . 
Theol sy: Philosophy, ai ranted by LP. P. facks and G. 
Dawes Hicks, Vol. I. 8vo, 856 pp. Vol. TL. a 
Vol. as pp. Vols. IV., V., VL, and VIL, 960 pp. ith, 
Each 1 . net, Annual Subscri bscription, Tos ost ee 

HIBBERT JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT, 7 entitled 
JESUS OR CHRIST? ips ate Men ys. by newing 
writers :—The late Rev. George Tyrrell, The Bishop of Sou ag 
Professor H, Weinel, Professor Percy Gardner, Professor 
Schmiedel, Professor t Henry Jones, The Rev. Richard Morris, ED. a 
Sir Oliver Lodge eS “ Sete arene m1 (Upal Re vane Father 

Rickaby,S rofessor Na erblom Pel 
eae Garvie, D.D., The Rev. ne bell, M.A. 
The Rev. James Drummond, D.D, , Professor  D.D., 
Rev. R. Roberts. Super- royal 8vo, cloth. 55, net. 
BOE ent Dr. R.). THE Exodus (4 to, Ss, aan apse 


The Karaite Exod 
sage wi with Deed with a ha Tranenpon in P that od Arai 
. of Hebrew Bible in Arab character in 
cast Stopal 4to, cloth, gilt top, oy. 
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ae (Dr. A.). THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL TO 
E FALL OF THE toe STATE. 3 vols. 18s. 
ib S Theological Translation Library, Old Series, p, 8. 


LAKE (Professor KIRSOPP). THE HISTORICAL EVI- 
DENCE FOR THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
CHRIST. 5s. See Crown Theological Library, p, 11. 


LEA (HENRY CHARLES, LL.D.). HISTORY OF SAC- 
ERDOTAL CELIBACY IN THE CHRISTIAN 
CHURCH. Third Edition. Thoroughly Revised and Reset. 
2 vols. Medium 8yo, cloth, 21s, net. 

LOBSTEIN (P.). THE DOGMA OF THE VIRGIN BIRTH 
OF CHRIST. 3s. See Crown Theological Library, p. 9. 
wae x? Se PE elt ae MAT TRE. An tion 

of Part of the peceks 0 cience, with Special 

to the Influence of P rofeasor Hacck el. Second Edition, with 
an Appendix of Definitions and ea Crown 8vo, cloth. 
2s, Od, net. Popular Edition. Papercover, 6d. met. 


MACAN (R. W.). THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
CHRIST. vedi wi hh aby oe Chapters. 8vo, cloth. 5+. 


MACFIE, (RONALD M.A., MLB). SCIENCE; 
MATTER, AND IMMORT. ALITY. Crown 8vo, doth 
5s. net. 

MACKAY (R. W.) SKETCH OF THE RISE AND 
PROGRESS OF CHRISTIANITY. 8vo, cloth. 65. 


MARCHANT (JAMES). THEORIES OF THE bi? pone 
RECTION OF JESUS CHRIST. Crown 8yo, stiff covers, 
2s, net ; superior cloth binding, 3s. 

MARTI eee RELIGION OF THE OLD TESTA- 
MENT. 45. 6d. oy Crown Theological Library, p | 
MARTINEAU (Rev. jam rey THE RELATION 
BETWEEN ETHICS ND RELIGION. An Address. 

Svo, sewed, Is. 

-—— MODERN MATERIALISM: ITS ATTITUDE TO- 
WARDS FHEOLOGY, A Critique and Defence, 8vo, 
sewed. 25, 6d. i 

MENEGOZ (E. RELIGION AND THEOLOGY. By E. 
Ménégoz, Professor of the Faculty of Protestant Theology, Pari 
Stiff boards, n ae 

MERCER .. EDWARD, D:D.) THE DRE SOUL 
OF PROG ESS” | 
poe ay ‘cloth 6s. For Secrhasee Lectures vie alo Stephen, 


page 2 
Tbe tulated on an eflective and freshly out 

the familiar failure of materialism to pe oe sca 2 
progress in any intelligible sense. i The Christian World. 
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MITCHELL (Rev. A. F.)) HOW TO TEACH THE on opengl 
a te . jbipiaad andi Peat, CO ee Se 
2s | 





LIGION AS ILLUSTRATED BY THE 

OF THE ANCIENT HEBREWS. See The Hibbert Lec- 
tures, p. 13. 

ng 32) BEN SHESHETH'S COMMENTARY ON 

ie vi IIAH AND EZEKIEL. Edited rae a Bodleian 

with a Translation and Notes, by S. R. Driver. -8v0, 


MONTEFIORE (C. G.). ORIGIN ‘AND GROWTH OF 
ope te see 


35. 
MUNSTERBERG (Prof. HUGO). THE ‘Ae tone: 
125, 6d. net. See p. 29. 


NESTLE (E.). INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXTUAL 
CRITICISM OF THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT. 
See Theological Translation Library, New Series, p. 6, © 

OT ne (R.). NATURALISM AND RELIGION. 65. See 

Crown Theological Library, p. 11, 

PERCIVAL (G. H.) THE INCARNATE ats: 
Essays on the Spiritual Unity of Life. Crown 8vo, cloth. 2s, 6d, 
net, 


ae fe OM et) ie THE deh a rhea ty: "S KNOWLEDGE: 
ae ry AND FAMILY SATS Zz buckram. 


Ts. net. 
PETERS (JOHN P.). EARLY HEBREW STORY. xm 
rgd of the the Value, and the Historical | 
the Legends of Israel. 55. See Crown Theological 1 
2 10, 


PFLEIDERER (Dr. 0O.). LECTURES ON THE IN- 
FLUENCE OF THE APOSTLE PAUL ON THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF CHRISTIANITY. Se The 
Hibbert Lectures, p, 13. 

— PAULINISM: A Contribution to the History of Primitive 
Christianity. % vols. 125, See ba Translation Library, 
Old Series, p. 


_— PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION ON THE BASIS OF 
ITS HISTORY. 4 vols, 24s, See Theological Translation 
Library, Old Series, p, 8. 
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PFLEIDERER (Dr. O.). THE EARLY CHRISTIAN 
CONCEPTION OF CHRIST: Its Significance and 
Value in the History of Religion. 35.64, See ‘Crown Theo- 
logical Library, p. 10, 

— PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY. Vols, I sid Il [Deniy 
8vo, cloth, 1os. 6@. net each. i Mag a ages sci sige ag 
New Series, p. 2, 

ss i ALLA OUN M.A., Lond.).. MAN. AND THE 

w of the Place of the Bible in Human 
Historye Dany ive Bvo. « cloth, 6s, net, 

POOLE adit LANE). ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE 
HISTORY OF MEDLZVAL THOUGHT IN THE 
DEPARTMENTS OF THEOLOGY AND ECCLESI- 
ASTICAL POLITICS. 8vo, cloth, to, 6@ ~~ | 

PROTESTANT COMMENTARY ON THE NEW TES- 
TAMENT. 3 vols, 18s. See Theological Translation Library, 
Old Series, p. 8, 

RENAN (E.). ON THE INFLUENCE OF THE INSTI- 
TUTIONS, THOUGHT, AND CULTURE OF FE RON E 
ON CHRISTIANITY AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. See Huss Lciares, 

p. 13 

RENOUF i LE PAGE) ON THE RELIGION | OF 
ANCIENT EGYPT. See Hibbert Lectures, Pe Iq. 

REVILLE (A.). THE SONG OF SONGS, Commonly called 

Song of Solomon, or the Canticle. Translated from the 
French, Crown 8vo, cloth, ty, 6a. 

— ON NATIVE RELIGIONS OF MEXICO AND PERU. 
See Hibbert Lectures, p. 14. | 
— PROLEGOMENA OF THE HISTORY OF RE- 
LIGIONS. 6s. See Theological Translation Library, Old 

Series, p. 8. 

REVILLE (JEAN). LIBERAL CHRISTIANITY. 4s See 
Crown Theological Library, p, Io. 

RIX (HERBERT). TENT AND TESTAMENT. A Camp- 
ing Tour in Palestine, with some Notes on Scripture Sites. With 





61 Illustrations, Frontispiece, and Maps. y om ores 
Ss. 6d, net. 

' “ His marrati of travel i that of intelligent and veller 
wrhls “went Wwithou prépomestions’ kad Woe Wath able sed WME Eo oRigh 


pectate . . Mr. Kisx's contribution hicue that must be taken into Hid ten 
es eS is a thoughtful, well-written, even learned work, far Fortes 

of the tourist. “The ve, though heavily 
van outa {S wonderfully nem © ond he e word-pictures oes wi abound 


are true to 
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SCOTT (Rev. E. F., M.A.). THE APOLOGETIC OF THE 
NEW TESTAMENT. 5% Crown Lpeny ig Rey? 
p- Ti. 


SCULLARD (Rev. Prof. M.A., D.D.). EARLY 
CHRISTIAN ETH ics" IN’ THE W T, FROM 
CLEMENT TO AMBROSE. Large crown 8vo, ‘cloth. 65, 


SEEBERG : THE FUNDAMENTAL TRUTHS OF 
THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION. By R. Seeberg, Pro- 
fessor of Systematic Theology in Berlin. 55. See Crown Theo- 
logical Library, p. 12, 


SEVERUS (Patriarch of Antioch) THE SIXT H BOOK 
OF THE SELECT LETTERS OF 
PATRIARCH OF ANTIOCH, in the Syriac Version nal 
Athanasius of Nisibis Edited and translated by E, W. Brooks. 
Vol, I. (Text), Part 1, and Vol. II. (Translation), Part r, 2 vols, 
Svo, cloth. 42s, net, Vol. I. (Text), Part 2, and Vol. IL (Trans- 
lation), Part 2, 2 vols. 8vo, cloth, 42s net, See Text and 
Translation Society, p. 37. 


SHARPE (SAMUEL). CRITICAL NOTES ON THE 
AUTHORISED ENGLISH VERSION _ THE NEW 
TESTAMENT. and Edition, 12mo, cloth, 1s, 64 | 


SODEN D.D.). THE BOOKS ee: TH WwW 
TESTAMENT, se.” See Crown Theol ogical Library ern ' 


STEPHEN (Rev. Canon REGIN ALD, ge DEMOS 
RACY AND CHARACTER. Being the Moorhouse Lectures 

for 1908, Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 
; “Canon Step en's book is much too clear and thoughtful to be neglected in 
this country, ithin the seal limits of seven lectures he has discussed some 


important issues of politics in a democratic coun with jhe 
sense and the right kind of theoretical learnin Bh LT eh kon 


THE STATUTES OF THE APOSTLES. The hitherto 
unedited Ethiopic and Arabic Texts. Edited, with an Introduc- 
tion and Translations of the Ethiopic, Arabic, and Coptic ers 
by Rev. G, Horner, M.A. With an Appendix—a recently dis- 
covered variant of the gang. Gail ir net. ; 


AM SCERTAIN THe CHARACTER OF oa 


GOSPEL, especially in its Relation to the Firs 
od Bedition! 8yo, cloth. ee 


TAYLOR (Rev. C.). THE. AE OF COHELETH IN 
TERALLY 


ECCLES. XII. DISCUSSED AND 
INTERPRETED. vo, cloth. 3s, 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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TAYLOR (Rev. ANG nH THE MASSORETIC TEXT AN D 
THE CIENT VERSIONS OF THE BOOK OF 
MICAH, Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 


— See also Kautzsch, “ Outline,” p. 20. 

TEN SERVICES OF PUBLIC PRAYER with Special 
Collects. 8vo, cloth, 3s. ; or 32mo, cloth, 1s 

— PSALMS AND CANTICLES. 8¥vo, cloth. is. . 6d. 

— PSALMS AND CANTICLES, with Anthems.  8vo, 


7 a 


sia": Saiesd OF PUBLIC Berl AE ore taken in ‘Sub- 
stance from the Common Pere for Christian Worship, 
with a few additional Prayers for So ReE Days. 8vo, 
cloth, 25. 6a. ; or 32mo, cloth, Is. 

TESTAMENT, THE NEW. TISCHENDORF (C.). 
NOVUM TESTAMENTUM GRACE. 3 vols. 8yo. 


70s. net. 
— CAMPBELL (Rev. Canon COLIN, M.A, D.D.). THE 
HIRST THREE GOSPELS IN GREEK. “Arranged in 


ee columns, 2nd —pre ya Crown 8vo, cloth, 

3s. 6d. net, 

THOMAS AS (Rev. d: M, LLOYD). A FREE CATHOLIC 
wn Svo, cloth, ts, 6d, net, 


sOROIE (C. B.). ON THE BASES OF RELIGIOUS 
BELIEF. See Hibbert pga p. 14. 


WEIR pee ie H., es he SHORT HISTORY OF THE 
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. By 

ere H. Weir, Assistant to the Professor of Oriental Language 

in the University of Glasgow. 2nd he with 
Crown &vo, cloth. 6s, - 


WEIZSACKER (C. von). THE APOSTOLIC AGE. voll. 
Demy 8vo. 21s. See Theological Translation PRA. New 
Series, p. 6. 

WERNLE (PAUL). THE age ose bey OF HRIS. 

TIANITY. 2 vols. Svo. 2I5, Theological Translation 
Library, New Series, p, 4. ' 

WICKSTEED (Rev. P. H.). THE ECCLESIASTICAL 
INSTITUTIONS OF HOLLAND, treated with S 
Reference to the Position and Prospects. of the Mo 
School of Theology. A Report presented to the Hibbert 
Trustees, and published by their direction. S8vo, sewed, Is. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C, 
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ee (R.). MY Agar ee LIGHT: Con- 
fessions a Preacher, . bd. as i i ea 
Library, Pp. is | ; rrig = | i 


i 


WOODS (C. E.) THE GOSPEL OF oireeEe A 
Bis P Pauline ARULAS 300 Pages, cloth. Pi wee 


abreast AG iberal though t of to-da Gas can Spete e 
A Cates ieee e 
Rac SF TOR Ee, Cy Sree ed etree 
les. 


WRIGHT (Rev. C. H. H.). BOOK OF GENESIS IN 
HEBREW TEXT. With a critically revised. Text, various 
a and ee and Critical Notes. — Svo, 
3 LOT AT: 

— BOOK OF eee a HEBREW. TEXT. With d criti- 
cally revised Text, various ° , including a néw Collation of 
Twenty-eight Hebedte °MSS., /a Grammatical and Critical 
romper id to which isiappended the par nreagit er Demy 

vo. 75 


— DANIEL AND HIS BRORB ROSA yop 8vo, 
cloth, 75. 6a, . 


—— DANIEL AND ITS CRIT Ics. A nn, and. Gram- 
matical Commentary with Appendix. Demy 8vo, cloth. 75, 6d. 


—~ LIGHT FROM EGYPTIAN PAPYRI ON geaiee 
HISTORY BEFORE CHRIST. Crown 8vo, cl 


WRIGHT (G. H. BATESON). THE BOOK OF. OB. A 
new critically revised Translation, with Essays on 1, Date, 
etc. §8vo, cloth. 6s. 


WAS ISRAEL (EVER EGYPT? or, A Lost 
Tradition. By G. H Wright, D.D., rit a 
Oxford : be Micra ty 5, Author of 
Ae Cites Ration Translation of the Book of Job.” (Sva, art 
nen. ff, 


WRIGHT eT CW, AL LSE Oey. So and > 8. A. HIRSCH. 








JOB. From 

a Fictvew MB in the University Library Caawdge _ Med, 8vo, 
cloth, 215, net. — 

Seay ER. Baby CO CONTENTS AND ORIGIN OF THE 

E APOSTLES. See Theological Translation 


char Old Series, p. 8. 
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LAURIE saree SIMON). ETHICA: or, The Ethics of 
Reason. By Scotus Novanticus. 2nd Edition, 8vo, cloth,  6y. 


— METAPHYSICA NOVA ET VETUSTA: A Return _to 
Dualism. 2nd Edition, Crown 8vo, cloth, — 6s. 


LODGE (Sir O. ).. LIFE AND MATTER. 2s. 6d, act See 
Religion, p. 21. 


MACCOLL (HUGH). MAN'S ORIGIN, DESTINY, AND 
UTY. Crown Svo, cloth... 45, 6a. net. | 

mie A. E. Tayior in Affvd;—"On the main issues involved the 

writer of the present notice must avow himself entirely on the author's side, and 

would unreservedly express his admiration for mB skill and luminosity ‘with 
which the chief points are raat, and the happiness of the illustrations, 

‘Would that some public-minded society would provide funds for 

betcha Jet 9-7 like the present in a sixpenny edition asa counterblast to the 


sorry stuff which the secularist press is providing as spiritual pabulum for the 
inquiring artisan. 

“The tenth essay, on the ‘fallacies of Haeckel,’ in —— is, a most 
admirable piece of work, at once clear, untechnical, and wnans had 


MUNSTERBERG suuue Professor of Psychology at 
Harvard Uni THE AMERICANS. Tenant by 
Edwin B. Holt, PhD. , Instructor at Harvard besiege Royal 
Svo, cloth. 125, 6a net, 


PERRIN (R._ S.). EVOLUTION OF KNOWLEDGE, 
THE. A Review of Philosophy. Png See Religion, p. 22. 


PIKLER EK THE PSYCHOLOGY OF THE 
SELIG BJECTIVE ERISTENCE, Part I. Svo, 


ranceeaiee OF THE Paaewairan SOCIETY 
FOR THE SYSTEMATIC STUDY OF EBIEOS- 
OPHY. Proceedings. Vol. I., 4 Nos., 1890-91. 8vo, 
Discontinued after Vol, III. Part 2. ©Or ‘each “Part lapetel 
Vol. I. No. 1, 25. 6a. ; No, oi ee ons No, 3, Part 1, Is. 6d. ; 
Part 2, 25.; No. 4, Part I, Is 64, ; Part 2, 25, Vol. IL. No, 1, 
Part 1, 15. 6d. ; Part 2, os fag pha as, 6d. ; Part 2, 25.; 
No. 3, Part 1, 2s.; Part , 2s. Vol. III. Part 1, 2s. 6¢.; 
Part 2, 25.5 NEW SERIES, Vols a ti Rony 8vo, i 
each 10s, 6d, net, 


SALEEBY W., M. D., F.RS., INDIVIDUALISM 
AND COLLECHIV VISM. Crown 8vo, cloth. 2s, 

SCHURMAN GOULD). KANTIAN ETHICS AND 
THE ETHICS OF EV LUTION; : $vo, cloth. 55, 


__ THE ETHICAL IMPORT OF DARWINISM. Grown 
8vo, cloth, §5. 


cr 
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A SYSTEM OF SYNTHETIC PHILOSOPHY-—Continued. © 


Vol. VII. The Principles of Sociology. Vol. II. Part 4, 
Ceremonial Institutions; Part 5, Political Institutions, 3rd 
Thousand. 8vo, cloth. 18s, 


Vol. VIII. The Principles of eaelatsey Vol. IIT. Part 6, 
Ecclesiastical Institutions ; Part 7, Professional Institutions ; Part 
8, Industrial Institutions. 2nd Thousand. 8vo, cloth, 16s. 


Vol. IX. The Principles of Ethics. Vol, I. Part 1, The 
Data of Ethics ; Part 2, The Inductions of Ethics; Part 3, The 
Ethics of Individual Life. 2nd Thousand, 8vo, cloth. 155. 


Vol. X. The Principles of Ethics. Vol. Il. Part 4, 
ustice; Part 5, Negative Beneficence; Part 6, Positive 
eficence ; Appendices. Demy 8vo, cloth. 125, 6d, 


Also to be had separately : 


SPENCER (HERBERT). DATA OF ETHICS. Reset 
uniform with popular edition of “ First Principles,” Sewed, 2s. 6d, 
net; cloth, 3s. net. 7 

ag ge pe Being Part 4 of the Principles of Ethics. 2nd 

housand. §8vo, cloth, 6s. 
Other Works. 

— THE STUDY OF SOCIOLOGY. Libra Raition (21st 
Thousand), with a Postscript, 8vo, cloth. 7? 


—— EDUCATION : Intellectual, Moral, and Melange “Cheap 


Edition, Entirely reset. Svo, cloth, 
2s. 6d. 

— ESSAYS: Scientific, Political 
Edition, rearranged, with rdditional een "3 aries Aoi, 


(Each tos.) 305, 


—— SOCIAL STATICS. Abridged and revised, together, with 
‘“The Man a. The State.” 8vo, cloth. 10s, 


— VARIOUS FRAGMENTS. Uniform in pe binding. 
Demy $vo, cloth. Enlarged Edition. 6s. 


—— FACTS AND COMMENTS. Demy 8vo, cloth, 6s. 


—— THE MAN versus THE STATE. 14th ne 
Sewed. ts. 


ome! ip pee TO" PROFESSOR "WEISMANN. 
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III. Oriental Languages, Literature, 
and History, 


ABHIDHANARATNAMALA (THE) OF HALAYUDHA. 
A Sanskrit Vocabulary (120 pp.). Edited, with a Sanskrit-English 
ee Ag ues pp-), by Dr. T. Aufrecht, 8vo, cloth, (Published 
at I 


AVESTI, PAHLAVI, and ANCIENT PERSIAN STUDIES 
in Honour of the late SHAMS-UL-ULAMA DASTUR 
PESHOTANJI BEHRAMJI SANJANA, M.A., Ph.D. 
Paper cover, 125, 6a. net; cloth, 135. 6d. net. 


BERNSTEIN and Rinse ei: SYRIAC CHRESTOMATHY 
AND LEXICON stomathia Syriaca cum Lexico). 
2 vols. in 1, 8vo, cloth ‘boards, 7s. 6d. I. Chrestomathia, 
separately. Sewed. 35. 

DAVIDS Ver W. RHYS). LECTURES ON SOME POINTS 
IN THE HISTORY OF INDIAN BUDDHISM. See 
The Hibbert Lectures, p, 13, 


DELITZSCH (Prof. F.)}. ASSYRIAN GRAMMAR. With 
Paradigms, Exercises, Glossary, and Bibliography, Tad by 
the Rev. Prof. A. R. S, Kennedy, Crown 8vo, cloth, 


— THE HEBREW LANGUAGE VIEWED Sr THE 
cr dpa OF ASSYRIAN RESEARCH. ‘Demy Svo, 
clo 45. 


—— BABEL AND BIBLE, 55. See Crown Theological brn 
P. 9. 
DILLMANN AL), ETHIOPIC GRAMMAR. Translated 
from C. Bezold’s Second German Edition, By Rev. J, 
Crichton, D. DD., with Index of Passages, Philological Tables, roe 
I vol., Royal 8vo, 25s. net, 


DIPAVAMSA (THE): A Buddhist Historical Record in the 
Pali Edited, with an English Translation, by Dr. 
H. Oldenberg. ‘8vo, cloth. 21s. 





= 


The LTS the most ancient historical work of of the Ceylonese ; it 
accou bcwgh the Buddhist: ihe 
See Ce oS asd of the ocak ce 
on 


14 Henrietta: Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C: 
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MACHBEROTH ITHIEL. By Yehuda ben Shelomoh Alcharizi, 
Edited from the MS, in the Bodleian Library, by Thomas 
Chenery, M.A. 8vo, cloth. 35. 


MILANDA PANHO, THE: Being Dialogues between King 
Milanda and the Buddhist Sage Nagasena. The Pali Text, 


edited Mucdien a 440 pp. 8vo, sewed, ais. See alsa 
** Pali 


MOSHEH BEN SHESHETH’S COMMENTARY ON 
JEREMIAH AND EZEKIEL. Sve p. 22, 


THE ASSYRIAN LANGUAGE 
German). By W, Muss-Arnolt. Completed in 19 parts, Each 
5s. net.; or bound in 2 vols,, £5 net. 


MUSS-ARNOLT heat A CONCISE (Assyrian Eneli OF 


NEW HEBREW SCHOOL of POETS of the SPANISH- 
ARABIAN EPOCH. Selected Texts with Introduction, Notes, 
and Dictionary. Edited by H, Brody, Ph.D., Rabbi in Nachod 
(Bohemia), and K, Albrecht, Ph.D., Professor . in Oldenburg 
(Grand Duchy), English translation of the Introduction, etc., by 
Mrs Karl Albrecht, "Cloth. 7s, Ga. net, 


N tr le Fen Professor of Oriental , 
Ltr] AVN Strassburg). COMPENDIOUS 
SYRIAC GR With a Table of Characters by Julius 
Euti Translated (with the sanction of the author), from the 


second and improved German Edition by Rev. James A. Crichton, 
D.D, Royal vo, 18s, net. 


— DELECTUS VETERUM CARMINUM ARABI- 
CORUM GLOSSARIUM CONFECIT A. MULLER. 
Crown 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. . 


NORRIS (E.). ASSYRIAN DICTIONARY. Intended to 
further the Study of the Cuneiform ee of — ‘sd 
Babylonia. Vols. I, to III. to, cloth. 28s, 


OLDENBERG (Prof. H. he BUDDHA: His oe his Doctrine, 
his Order. By Dr. Hermann Oldenberg, Professor at the 
Vahvesaity of Berlin, Translated by W, mer M.A. 8vo, cloth 
gilt. Ids, 


| 


an 


PALI MISCELLANY.» V. iéicknds, Part I. The Intro- 
ductory Part of the Milanda Panho, with an English Translation 
and Notes. 8vo, sewed. 45, 
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TEXT AND TRANSLATION SOCIETY—continued. 
Volumes already issued— 


A RABBINIC COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF 
, contained in a unique MS, at 
Edited, with Translation and Commentary, by W. 
Wright, LL.D. 21s, net, 


AN ANCIENT ARMENIAN VERSION OF THE 
APOCALYPSE OF ST JOHN; also THE ARME- 
NIAN TEXTS OF CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, 
SCHOLIA DE INCARNATIONE and EPISTL 
TO THEODOSIUS UPON EASTER, the former in- 
completely preserved in Greek, the latter unknown in Site 
or Latin, All edited, with English versions, peg he F. 
Conybeare, formerly Fellow of University College, O 


REMNANTS OF THE LATER SYRIAC en sie 
OF THE BIBLE. Part I. (Sixth Century). The Four 
Minor Catholic Epistles. Reconstructed Text, with Apparatus 
Criticus. Part II. (Seventh Century), Extracts, hitherto un- 
edited, from the Syro-Hexaplar Text of Chronicles, Nehemiah, 
etc. All edited, with Greek versions, etc., by John Gwynn, 
D.D., Regius Professor of Divinity, Dublin. 


in the Press. 
THE REFUTATION OF MANI, MARCION, AND 
BARDAISAN OF ST EPHRAIM, Edited by the 
Rev. C. W. Mitchell, 


TURPIE (Dr. D. McC.). MANUAL OF THE CHALDEE 
LANGUAGE. Containing Grammar of the Biblical Chaldee 
and of the T: and a Chrestomathy, with a Vocabulary. 
Square 8vo, cloth. 7s. 


VINAYA PITAKAM: One of the Principal Buddhist Holy 
I'dited in Pali by Dr. H. Oldenberg. 5 vols. 8vo, 
cloth. Each 2trsr. 


WALLIS (H. W.). THE COSMOLOGY OF THE RIG- 
VEDA: An Essay. 8vo,cloth. 55. . 








14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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BOIELLE EER fe FRENCH COMPOSITION THROUGH 

ULAY'’S ENGLISH. Edited, with Notes, 

Teh and Introduction, by the late James Boielle, B.A. (Univ. 

Gall.), Officier d’Académie, Senior French Master, Dulwich 

College, etc., etc, Crown '8vo, cloth, Vol, I. Frederick the 

ae 35. Wol. Il. Warren Hastings. 3s. Vol. III. Lord 
ve, 35. 


—— See Victor Hugo, ‘Les Misérables” and ‘ Notre Dame.” 


Migr oy —s .} NAUTICAL TERMS IN ENGLISH 
NCH AND FRENCH AND ENGLISH. 

= hg Notes and Tables. For the use of Naval Officers and Naval 
Cadets. By Leon jon; thorough M.A., = Britannia, Dart- 
mouth, qth Edition, Rc wen We and considerably 
enlarged) hith additionss ‘Plates Bro, cloth. 75. 6a. net, 


— THE STUDENT'S GRADUATED FRENCH 
READER. Kemodelled and rewritten, Edited, with Notes and 
a Complete Voca . First. Year—Part L Anecdotes, Tales, 
and Exercises. Part II, Tales, Historical Pieces, and Exercises. 
Is. 6@ each. Second Vear—Parts I. and II. in the Press, 


EUGENE'S STUDENT'S COMPARATIVE GRAMMAR 


Schools, With Bocas By G, Eugéne-Fasnacht, late French 
Master, Westminster School. aoe dition, thoroughly revised 
Square crown on cloth, 5s.; or separately, Grammar, 355 : 


Exercises, 25. 


GOETHE (Ws v..} ANNOTATED TEXTS. See Educational 


HAGMANN (J.G., Ph.D.). REFORM IN PRIMARY EDU- 
CATION. Translated from Second German Edition by R. A, 
Hoar, Ph.D., and Richmond Barker, M.A, Cr, 8yo, cl, 25. 6d. net. 


HUGO (VICTOR), LES MISERABLES: Les Principaux 
Edited, with Life and Notes, by the late J. Boielle. 
2 vols. 6th Edition, Crown 8vo, cloth. Each 35, 6a. 


— NOTRE DAME DE ogg ed Adapted for the use of 
Schools and Colleges, By the la te J. Fran: 2 vols, ie 
Edition, Crown 8vo, cloth. Each 35. | 


KYRIAKIDES (A.)) MODERN GREEK-ENGLISH DIC- 


TIONARY. With a Cypriote Vocabulary. 2nd Edition, 
revised throughout. Medium 8vo, gab pages. Cloth. — 1gs, net. 


14 Henrietta. Street, Covent Garden, ‘London, W.C. 








Seer 


(eaconles nip eatenet ) | 
LEABHAR NA H-UIDHRI. A Collection of Pieces in Prose 
and V in the Irish L win St ibed aban a 


LILJA (Th Lily). An Icelandic Religious Poem. opti 
with Translation, N x yrelion: eg 
ea Crone Shape antes tos. 6d. ied 


LODGE (Sir —_ reser y TEACHING AND SCHOOL 
REFORM. A Course of Four Lectures on School Curricula 
and Methods, delivered to Secondary T Teadvet nid Seieiite fe 
Training at Birmingham during February 1905. 3s. 

“The work of a sensible iconoclast, who does not pull down for the sake of 


mere destruction, but is anxious to set up something more ee 
tbs matterratia Lic aeucka se + 


“ Let me commend this wise volume worse GeRCoane: AIC at 


in his 
others about Which he Crewe Soe eter Peete 
others i Ne is glibly iis ovee See 7EASEAEASE OR 


MAORI, NEW AND COMPS? ot MANUAL OF 
MAORI CONVERSATION 


Dilger on a vase of Tol, toeter wi gene 
rules of Grammar, and a com sg Pee net, 
See also Williams. oe as 


MARKHAM (Sir CLEMENTS, K.C.B.). VOCABULARIES 
OF Ay GENERAL LANGUAGE OF THE INCAS 
OF PERU. Crown 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. net. 


NIBELUNGENLIED. ‘The Fall of the Nibelungens,” 


wise ‘The Book of Kriemhild.” An English Translat 
W.N., Letitsom, 5th Edition. 8vo, cloth. 55. ay 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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O'GRADY (STANDISH H.). SILVA GADELICA (L- 
XXXI.). A Collection of Tales in Irish, with Extracts illus- 
trating Persons and Places. Edited from MSS. and translated. 
2 vols, royal 8vo, cloth, 42s. Or separately, Vol, I., Irish 
Text; and Vol. II., Translation and Notes, Each vol, 21s. 


were Bs F. VAN, B.A.). CAPE DUTCH. Phrases and 
with Translations, receded by short Grammatical 
i toms 8vo, cloth. 2s. net, 


he EE (V., BA) =A SHORT pt p= Ate 
GER LITERATURE, for Schools. By 

Philli oe A., Assistant Master at moiedl College, Diinborgh, 

2nd ition, revised. Pott 8vo, cloth. Is. 


ROGET (F. F.). AN INTRODUCTION TO OLD 
FRENCH. History, Grammar, Chrestomathy, and Glossary, 
2nd Edition, Crown $vo, cloth, 6s. | 


— FIRST STEPS IN FRENCH HISTORY, LITERA- 
TURE, AND PHILOLOGY. For Candidates for the Scotch 
Leaving Certificate Examinations, the various Universities Local 
Seen rigs and the Army Examinations. 4th Edition, Crown 

vo, clo 5/. 


ROSING (S.). ENGLISH-DANISH DICTIONARY. New 
Edition. Large 8vo, strongly bound, half-roan. 115. 6a. 


SCHILLER (F. VON). ANNOTATED TEXTS. See Educa- 
tional Catalogue. / 


SULLIVAN Oe K.). CELTIC STUDIES FROM THE 
GERMA BEL. With an Introduction on the Roots, 
Stems, and Derivatives and on aneeneas of Nouns in the 


Indo-European Languages, §vo, cloth, 


VELASQUEZ. LARGER SPANISH DICTIONARY. 
Cane . the ge ry =?" the . Academy, Terreros 
and Salva, § 1s 1279 ’ 
triple columns, te, 1. Imp. ave tei hae oP 


VIGA GLUMS SAGA. Translated from the Icelandic, with Notes 
pn es Introduction, by Sir Edmund Head, Bart. Fcap, 8vo, 
Ss. 


WEISSE (T. H.). ELEMENTS OF GERMAN. With a 


Course of Exercises instructing in Simpler Composition. Crown 
8vo, cloth, 35. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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V. Science. 
MEDICINE—CHEMISTRY—BOTANY—ZOOLOGY— 


MATHEMATICS, 
BASTIAN (H. CHARLTON, M.A. M.D. F.RS.) 
STUDIES IN HETEROGENESIS. With 82s Illustra- 


tions from Photomicrographs, Royal 8vo, cloth, 315. 6d. 


BENEDICT eg E., Ph,D.). ELEMENTARY ORGANIC 
Megat Small 8vo. Pages vi+82. 15 Illustrations. 
45. 6d, net. 


BERGEY (D. Se HANDBOOK OF. Score gealeg HY- 
GIENE. Small 8vo. Pagesv+164. 65. 6d. ne 


BILTZ (HENR THE PRACTICAL METHODS OF 
DETERMINING MOLECULAR WEIGHTS.  Trans- 


lated by Jones. Small Svo. Pages viii+245. 44 Illustrations, 
Ss. Ga, net. . 


BOLTON. HISTORY OF THE THERMOMETER. 
I2mo, 96 pages, 6 Illustrations. 4s. 6a. net. 


BRUCE (ALEX., M.A., M.D., F.R.C.P.E., F.R.S.E. 
TOPOGRAPHICAL ATLAS OF THE SPINAL C RD. 
Fcap, folio, half-leather, £2, 2s, net. 


COLBY (ALBERT LADD). REINFORCED CONCRETE 
IN EUROPE. Demy 8vo, cloth, 14s. Ge. met. 


CREIGHTON (CHAS., M. ie ae ns AND OTHER 
TUMOURS OF THE BREA Researches showing 
their true seat and cause. With 24 titebereote Plates containing 
138 figures from the Author’s drawings, Royal 8vo, cloth, 
I2s. Od. net. 

— CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE PHYSIOLOGICAL 
THEORY OF TUBERCULOSIS. a” Charles ap pI 
M.D., sometime Demonstrator of Anatom Fete. Royal Bo, 

School, author of ** Bovine Tuberculosis in an,’ "et oyal 8vo, 
cloth, 12s, 6d, net. 


we INGHAM MEMOIRS— 
. Cubic hereon By John Casey, LL.D. — gto, 
edad 25. 
2. On the Laibar ‘Curve SA "Stad wad the und By 
D. J. C ham, M.D, 13 Plates. gto, sewed. 
3. New Researches on Sun-heat, T "Radiation, 
etc. By Rev. Samuel Haughton, M.A,, M.D. 9 Plates, 4to, 


sewed. Is. 6a. 


Dynamics and Modern Geometry. A New ter in 
the "Theory of Serews By Sir Robert’ S. Ball, LL.D. gto, 
5eW ZS, 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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CUNNINGHAM MEMOIRS—Continued. A 
Ea; The Red Stars. Observations and ae: ig 
I 


ition, Edited by Rev. Repien ees 5 aad 
rae ee +: weld and he Au 
the S . 9 ia 
sate the Surface 7 of the he 


in 5 ies Bilesogyioby, By Alfred C. Heddon MAL 
1e Eee ee eins Pea seed 145. net, 


Il. Darthe Fina Fese pert Emmy cts (i ranscriptions 


J. Gilbert Smyly. With 7 Fn Biba 4to, sewed. ! 
EMERY (F. B., M.A.). ae ae a CHEMISTRY. 
With numerous [llustrations. 8». 6a. 
ENGELHARDT (V.). THE eee os ye OF 
WATER. §Svo, Pages x+140. go Illustrations, . YM edie: 


FISCRER Prof. EMIL, of Berlin Uni ouenen 
N TO THE PREPARATION OF O 
COMPOUNDS. Translated with the author’s sanction from 
the new German edition by R, V. paoees SB as FED) With 
figures in the text. Crown 8vo, cloth. 

yen ai (A.). ELEMENTS on Pat 

ranslated by Wolf. 12mo. Pages ville: 2067 26 
doles 6s, 6d. net. 

HARDY. ELEMENTS OF CAM oe GEOMETRY: 
8vo. Pagesiv+365. 163 Figures. 8s, 6d n 

—INFINITESIMALS AND LIMITS. “ie? _I2mo, paper, 
22 pp. 6 Figures. ts. net. 

HARNACK (AXEL), INTRODUCTION TO THE | 
MENTS OF THE DIFFERENTIAL AND INTEG : 
CALCULUS. From the German. Royal 8vo, cloth, tos, 6d. 

HART NNERS Son Ph.D.). CHEMISTRY FOR BE- 

vol 1 1 ic, Pages 88. 55 Illustrations and 
o viii +1 2 
Vol, 1 Organie Pages t et net trations, 
o ages iv+ tt Tlus 2s. net. 
Vol. III, Experiments. Separately. 60 pages. Is, net. 

—— SECOND YEAR CHEMISTRY. Small 12mo, ‘165 pages. 

31 Illustrations, 5s. net. 
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HOFF (J. H. VAN’T) STUDIES IN CHEMICAL 
DYNAMICS. _ Revised and anaes bye Ernst Cohen, 
Assistant in the Chemical Laboratory of the pivensity of snster 
dam. Translated by Thomas pene M.Sc., Ph.D 
of earmey’ in the Yorkshire College, Leeds, Royal Svo, cloth, 
Tos 

HORNELL AMES, F.L.S.). REPORT TO THE 
GOVERNMENT OF BARODA ON THE MARINE 
Cage tsb OF OKHAMANDAL IN KATTIAWAR. 


up Reports on eRe ree: other 
Zoologists. Demy 4to, cloth, with full-page Pee ber I. 
I5s. net. 

HOWE 5 Lh INORGANIC CHEMISTRY FOR 
SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES. By wR ere) Howe, 
Washington and Lee University. Being nd Edition of 
“Inorganic Chemis a according to the Periodic Law.” By 
F. P, Venable and J. L. Howe. Demy 8vo, cloth, 12s. 6d. net. 


JOHNSTONE (J.)) BRITISH FISHERIES: Their Ad- 
ministration and their Prot A short account of the 
Origin and Growth of British Sea Fishery Authorities and and Regu- 
lations, 10s, 6d. net. 

JONES (J. T. SHARE-). SURGICAL ANATOMY OF 
THE HORSE. To be completed in 4 Parts. With above roo 
{liatsstione a number being in colour. Part I, Head and Neck, 
Part IL. Fore Limb, Part III. Hind Limb. Price per part, 155. 
net, sewed; cloth, 165, 6a. net. ¥w' 


—  LIFE-SIZE MODELS, Ill the S cial 
poten at Sgt et orse. ee 
m 21; or ately—Fore Limb, Inner ter 
Aspects, £ @d. each; Hind Limb, Inner and Outer 

re es yore 

JONES. THE FREEZING ee BOILING POINT, 
AND CONDUCTIVITY METHODS. 12mo. Pages 
viit+64. 14 Illustrations. 3s. = 


JOURNAL OF THE LINNEAN SOCIETY. Botany At 
various prices, Index to Journal (Botany), 20. Z 
various prices. saenecal Te <> LORE first 20 vols, of the Journal 
(Zoology) and the Zoological portion of the Proceedings, 20s, 
JOUSOCIETY. « THE ROYAL bed sabi io 
containing its transactions and Proceedings, wi 
other Microscopical information, Bi-monthly. Previous to ih 
at various prices ; after that date bi-monthly, each 6s, net, — 
JOURNAL OF THE QUEKETT MICROSCOPICAL 
CLUB. Nos, 1-26, 1s, net; Nos, 27-31, 2s. 6a, net, 1893, 
No. 32, and following Nos., half-yearly, 35. 6d, net. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.c. 
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LIVERPOOL MARINE BIOLOGY COMMITTEE MEMOIRS—Conta, 


15. Antedon. By Herbert Clifton Chadwick. bi pen 
25, +; net, 


18. Eledone. By Annie Isgrove, M. Se. With to plates. 


19. Polychael Larvae. By F, H, Gravely, M.Sc, With 4 
plates. 25. 6d. net. 
LONG G.. H.). A TEXT-BOOK OF URINE ANALYSIS. 
Small 8vo. Pages v+249. 31 Illustrations. 65. 6d, net. 


MACFIE Ee C., M.A., M.B.).. SCIENCE, MAT- 
IMMORTALITY, Crown 8vo, cloth, 55. net. 


Pes (GEORGE R,, F.R.M.S.). THE KEA « JA 
New Problem, With Illustrations, Penay Evy Dy cloth. 
75. 6d, net. : 

MASON (W. P., Prof. of Chem.), NOTES ON UALITA- 
TIVE ANALYSIS. Sm. 12mo. 56 pp. 3s. 6d, net. 


MEADE ibegerces K., B.Sc.)° CHEMIST’S POCKET 
MAN! . I6mo, Leather. Pocket Edition. Papokvih Hac. 
Out of Print. Ss. 6d, net. 

— PORTLAND CEMENT: ITS ss peta Shee RAW 
MATERIALS, MANUFACTURE, TESTING, AN» D 
ANALYSIS. Second Edition. With 100 Hiicceations 145. 6d, 
net. 


MOISSON (HENRI). THE ELECTRIC F URNACE.. Svo, 
Pages x +305. 41 Illustrations, ros. 6a. net. 


NISSENSON. THE ARRANGEMENTS OF ELECTRO. 
LYTIC LABORATORIES. 8vo. 81 pages. 52 Illustra- 
tions, 55. net. 

NOYES (ARTHUR A., Ph.D.) ~ ORGANIC CHEMISTRY 
FOR THE LABORATORY. Small 12mo. Pages xii +257. 
22 Illustrations. 6s, 6@, net. - 

+—and MULLIKEN (SAMUEL P., Ph.D.). LABORA- 
TORY EXPERIMENTS ON CLASS REACTIONS 
AND IDENTIFICATION OF. ORGANIC.  SUB- 
STANCES. 8vo. 51 pp. 2s. net. es 


‘OTTO (RUDOLF), NATURALISM AND. RELIGION. 
Jee Crown Theological Library, p. 11. _ 


PFANHAUSER (Dr. W.). PRODUCTION OF METAL- 
LIC OBJECTS ELE “TROLYTICALLY. 55. net, 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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SEGER. COLLECTED WRITINGS OF of pag 

AUGUST SEGER. (Papers on Manufacture of Pottery.) 

2 vols. Large 8vo. £3, 3s. net per set; per volume, ait. od 
net, 


SNELLEN'S OPHTHALMIC TEST TYPES. Best Types 
for the Determination of the Acuteness of Vision. 14th Edition, 
considerably augmented and improved. 8vo, sewed. 45. Single 
Sheets: ET B. MOV, BDE, ww, and Large Clock Sheet. 
8d. each, Small Clock Sheet and RT V Z, 4a. each, 


SNYDER (HARRY, B.Sc.). SOILS AND FERTILISERS. 
ray scp Edition, 8vo, Pages x+294. 1 Plate. 40 Illustrations. 
net. . 


SONNTAG (C. 0.). A POCKET FLORA OF EDIN- 
BURGH AND THE stad agp igh ig eae adie 
incipal Coyplecemie Plants’ clea easifed after the ar lg 

eer ts, c after t at p the 
with an Ph aes avtiecial eon and a Glossary of Botanical Terms. 
late C. O. So sy Ae Royal High School, Edinburgh Be oy 
Secretary of the Microscopical Society of Glasgow, etc. Feap. 8vo, 
shy ety round corners, with Map of the Environs of Edinburgh. 
3. net. 


STILLMAN (THOS. B., M.Sc., Ph.D.) ENGINEERING 
CHEMISTRY. Third Edition. 8vo. Pages x+597. 139 
Tilustrations. 19s, net. 


Toot aes ms Ph.D.) THE CONDUCTIVITY OF 
$vo. Pages iv+1go. 20 Illustrations, 65. 6a. 
Ny 


TRANSACTIONS OF THE ROYAL SOCIETY OF 
EDINBURGH. Vol. XXXVIII. Part 1, 40s. Part 2, 255. 
Part 3, 305. Part 4, 75. 6¢. Vol, XXXIX. Part 1, 305. Part 
2, 19s. Part 3s 43s. Part 4, 9s. Vol. XL. Part 1, 2 Part 2, 
2s, 6a, Part 3, 26s. Part 4, 20s. Vol, XLL art 1, 20s. 

art 2, 295. 6d. Part 3, 45s. Vol. XLII, 42s. Vol. XLITI, 42s. 

Vol. XLV. Part1, 29s. Part 2, 275. Part 3, 335. Part 4, 

4s. 6@, Vol. XLVI. Part I, 21s, 10d. Part 2, 255. Part 3, 
27s. 3@. General Index to First Thirty-four olumes (1783- 
1888), with History of the Institution. 4to, cloth. 21s, 


aac IONS OF THE ROYAL IRISH ACADEMY, 
LIN. Vols. L-XX, gto. £22, §5. 6¢, Vols. XXL- 
XXXL Various prices. 


TRANSACTIONS OF Li ROYAL DUBLIN SOCIETY, 


Various volumes at 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, w.c, 
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VI. Miscellaneous. 


ANTHROPOLOGY—SOCIOLOGY—MYTHOLOGY— 
BIBLIOGRAPHY—BIOGRAPHY, ETC. 


AVEBURY (Lord, D.C.L. etc.) (Sir ohn Lubbock). 

PREHISTORIC Times, as og Hep Ancient 
mains and the Manners and Customs rT Modern Savages. 
6th Edition, revised, with 239 Illustrations, a large number of 


which are ppcciplly prepared for this Edition. Demy 8vo, cloth, 
gilt tops. 


“To anyone who wishes to obtain a succinct conspectus of the present state 
of imowledge on the subject of — man, we recommend the perusal of this 
comprehensive volume."—/owr. Srit, Archaolog. Assoc. 


Miah pnd csc wh ples moter po bee  B ge “ect 
evidence of its value to ethnol archzeologists, man oui 
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